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- :ﬁALT Lm%?feﬂ I A:ssm;im@ o Cuba Um

*’.*'

'"': P Assoclnted?nsc ;"«" ¥
N 'l

i Presndent Carter. 'will | be, able’’ tg;
gwe assurances hefore a fmhl Senate !

'bat ﬁmt, the Sovlete'ins:st ity onl "dent 1 gomg d"'.b'e éccuse

nilssion Is to- tiain Cubans. r; i
;. ing somethi
= “This understandmg wou!d szmply s ting he sxmply coul

vote on’ SALT II that Soviet mnmary 'tequu'e the Russians to comply to the firm.” 5 L

' #forces In Cuba are “not engaged in a | 2SSUrances they have ngen ust Cutler said the admmxstratzon ha
Lcombat role,":asWhite _House+, offlcfal s’ ,,Church said. 32, 2} i, IO Objection to the understanding; au

L “tesplfied yesterday., P dag -d}_ ; : But Sen. Rlchard Lugar (R—Ind) and ! ;believes “that In the Hght of the as

Sther - SALT _ ctiticsisald the " unders ™’ surm{ces ‘obthingd from the Sovlet Uh

sfanding is esscntlally *’meanlngles ! jon'and in the Mghtof 6
rﬁ:t:s;{:ggg:‘el Iﬁﬁi‘t’i&ﬁuf&ﬁ‘;ﬂfﬁ; }“ and potentlally troublesome. -uing: intenslfledg shi'vei;llggg rf;ggtlg
jvoted 13 1o 3 to -conditlon final ap.§{ .. IBiS placeS an impossible prcdxca- . thé light of the countermeasires. the
« proval of the strategic arms limltation - :meht on-the president.” Lugar” said, | United States has faken to - zilai

-treaty on the president’s affirmation “At some point he is going to haveto ~ against a threat to ‘any other’ tovitry
- that Soviet forces are not- engaged in* i place his hand on the Bible and give ~that the president wil be able to glvn
.8 combat role and “will not-become a : | 3Ssurancés that he Soviet military ' these assurances.” "
i Vthreat to any Country” in the Western ¥ forces. in Cuba are not engaged in a - Sen. Richard Stone (D~Fla) callec
; Hem]sphere. T W { cgmbat role.and_do not pose a threat ¥ the -understanding ‘"lnsuiflcient but 2

The thdecstan dlng was o tfere d B&“ s ;;x_:g cow;;tfy 1:? t‘h? atea.: 'rhe presb, - .stcp in the nght dkecuona Y AR iu.,u\ %

Sen. Frank Church (D-Idaho), - who\

- After: ‘that statemenl'. %y, \Wlut

a‘ﬂv."rl - FHRREIPNE ¥ TINISLESY A

noted that while the United States hag
1dent1f1ed the SOV.et bngade as a com.
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1its ultimate fate was stll in doubt, but!

doe e e ) \ka,'
1

rms Pact

: "’\~-

G'ets tfze Suppbrt

7 Of Senator'B

F urther Changes by C'ntzce
Defeatecl in Commxttee_

. ByCHAm.ESMOBR -
R SN ¥ Spﬂlele'th‘mwo o
WASHINGTON Oct. 25 -The Senate

majority leader;.Robert C. Byrd of West
Virginia; endorsed’ the-'strategic arins
treaty with the: Soviet Union today and
said-he bad. obtained ‘a: promise from
JPresident Carter that.the United States
~wmﬂdproceedwiththebﬂ(mnbﬂemte:s
- continental missile.: g~u~ seirersgpes

i At the.same time, the Senate Farei

. Relations Committee defeated: what

{ beerr viesved as politically attractive but

irpo(en:ially fatal. amendments‘ to-tbﬁ

maty‘. —p t‘- ‘. :‘:: = . "“" iv
Senator B‘yrd and others eonwded f.hat

ftoday's developments. seemed- to- give
' impetus to efforts aimed z\r.z\pprc»val*"'r.'J

. "Javits Sees Pact‘in Stronngtpc’~~ W

‘" Senator Jacob K. Javits, Repubucanot
New York, called the comnmittee votes
“*highly desirable® steps and said-*‘sa. far
‘the treaty is-emerging in strong shape.”7"
. .But a Senate staff member-associated
‘with the opposition:said supporters were
considerabiy,sbort of putting togetherthe
two-t.hndsm)oritymeded ferapproval
. The-Foreign Relations Committee met|
_mclosedsessxontovotaonpmposals that’

. would-have made: itmore dxtncult:iorthe\
;Sowe&Un;guxurx_cheatonthe t:eatx‘terma-

ana-mde: !
sm@&mqﬁnng,Soweﬁ:assen:z tha;
would havecbarred anginteﬂerencawltn
the transmissian of rashic signals contains.

provisions and the opposition arguments:
§f .'__agamstthem. '

NEW YORK TIMES
26 OCTOBER 1979

written assurance that he intended to pro-

1 ceed with the controversial MX and with

ground-launched and sea.Jaunched cruise:
missiles when a treaty protocol that tem- |
porarily forbids their deployment expires .
Dec. 31, 1881, This assurance may swing '

the treaty, but it may also alienate liberal '
.Senators whooppose the MX. -

| Senator Byrd apparently feit that clar-
ixty on the MX was politically desirable.
{Many figures have expressed the opinion
,that it will never be built and will be bar-
igained away in negotiations on a future
arms treaty to replacs the praeu: pact
when it expires.

- The Foreign Relaﬁans (:ommmes will
requare at-least one more week to finish
idebating and voting on documents associ-

‘ated with the. treaty. It will be- mxd-—~

some wavering Senate votes in favor of ;*chaxrman, publicly announced the results

_i Relations Committee in closed session..

November before the text can be sent to
the Senate.. But, with its actions today,
the majority in favor of the treaty has
beaten back virtually all of the so-called
killer amendments in committee;- - -
~» These victories had been expected, per-
haps by even larger margins; and will
have to be refought on the floor of the Sen-
[ate where the outcome is unpredictable. <]
~'Still to be voted on next week in the
committeeisapmposal by Senator Glenn
that would more firmly assure that the
Soviet Union: will not increase the inter-
‘continental . capability of the TU.22M
‘bomber, known as Backfire in the West.
Tbeproposahsexpectedtobedexeated.
Senator Byrd, in his news conference in
an ornate anteroom of the Senate wing of
the Capitol,: expressed the opinion that
the Senate could finish other legislative
business and take up thetreaty]ustbe-
mmor;)ustafter‘mmksgivhg, C el

fes In:hepmnesmdmehewoummb.
ably not call up the treaty if it seemed
likely to be- defeated. Today he said so
‘many senators were keeping their inten-
tions secret until the final roll-call-that jt

the vote. For that reason, he said, he is
nowxncﬂnedto“gow!norlose *o

SmturByrdmdpamafas,ooo-md
: stazement analyzing .the main treaty

thdohueandn&#ﬁfﬂoibe
judgedbypo!l.s or elections but.inr the

. Senator Byrd said the tieaty was in the
|national interest and should be approved;|

ing missile flight-testidata.: Experts.say
matsuchdata,needadféru'earyvenﬂca-
tion,.could be: demed hy'aanmnbu of

of the signalsiy: < =% T

mdustandmg.oﬂeredb?Sma oF
Johm Glenn; Democratof Ohio, was votex
downbySmG.‘Fbeeommitm-abo
,fea:ed an amendaient that would have:
jlowed each. pazt}fm collect: data. on

methods, snc!xa&dmppingtapemrﬂ'-ur
mgsﬁ'omnnasilescrredudnsthepéwm Indeﬂling with most objections m the

‘with understandings and reservations al--
ready adopted by the Foreign Relations
Committee that would not require rene-
%Iontiiauon or nsk x'ejection by ma Sovxet

| which need not even be oommumuzed ta
l theSoviet Umon, toothlm

treaty, Senator Byrd said that the conse-
quences of rejection would incr=ase pos-
sible hazards to United Stateg security by
erasing any limitations on the Soviet
Union's freedomofaction, .

Senator Frank Church of Idshe, the

of the vutes taken today by the Foreign

He said the treagz amendment, by Sens--
tor . LUgar, Republican o

ana, perr

tge—gg' o;eammungnagoeengegeagg: T
béavoteo ta b, tor Gienn's i

s Tequiring prior notification of

unchingsmbeambyme

samemargm.

- The committee apprbved by unand-
mmmumuchmommocmm«
sions of “these p exhorting the
United States mregardmmfmwith
flight-test signals-as. a- cause. for com-
plaint and to seek a launching-notifies. .
tonclause in a. futurs treaty. Semlor
iLugar .called these

 mel AT X YR, .4 B
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Modifications Proposed ;-_'by_% ;Béken

'Wejf_ei Al meaat threEl@matlon » ficials- explain: their- objections to pro-

s

4
L

. _; of Soviet Heavy Missiles:~

21

WASHINGTON,. Oct. 24~ The Sena

_ te
:;Foreign Relations.Committee today-res.
! jected two  amendments to: the: strategic:
,arms limitation. tresty, that would have]
“ required the Soviet Union to dismantle its ]
Jmost powerfol missiles.:. -3 et
changes, proposed by the-Republi-
;;¢an leader, Senator Howard H..Baker Jr,
i0f Tennessee, weredefeated ¢t 6..One .}
“theamendments would have required the

dismantling of the 308 Soviet heavy-mis-
I sile launchers. A second would have can-
~celed the treaty if no agreement on.dis-.
' mantling was reached by 1982 7;- | :
. The  committee- chairman,.” Senator-
wFrank. Church of Idaho, and spokesmen-

L4

: for the Administration said the proposals’| .

“would cause Moscow to- refuse to ratify
.the treaty. Senator Chitrch said that if’
- such chang;t werenct. dleltaated the com-
~mittee “might just as-weil shut shop.” .
*  Senator John Glenn ct'omo,"?rho yes-)
‘terday supported a-.Baker -amendrment
- giving the United. States: the -right to
-.match Soviet.deployment of heavy mis--

- Ted Stevens ol Alaska, said today that.

1. goat of United States. Presidents and re-

NEW. YORK TIMES
. 25 OCTOBER 1979

{ Themajority leader, Senator Robert C.
Byrd of West Virginia, is expected to an-
nounce his support of the treaty, perhizps
at a news conference scheduled for
tomorrow. The Republican whip, Senator:

- while he might vote for a modified treaty,
he would vote against the present text..
Latee-today the Foreign Affairs Com-

mitteéwent into closed session to hear of-

" posed modifications designed to facilitate
}mtgmiﬂcancm, D LRRL A
% . Proposals introduced by Senator Glenn
sand-ty Senator Richard G. Lugar, Repub-:

; lican of Indiana, would prohibit practices:

" thag impede the collection of signals from-
“missiles during flight tests. .- »3 % .o
colan *’ ing'"and would require-
3oviet:assent. He said in a telephone:in-
‘fezview that the Administration was ask-
‘ihg him to make changes in the wording
‘and to cast the proposal in different form-
stoavoid theneed for Soviet assent. 2=
= Senators Glenn and 'Lugar alsg pro-
‘posed charnges requiring prior notice of
"testflightswithin Sovietterritory. - - i+
i Election politics intruded into the dis-|
rcussion today. Lloyd N. Cutler, White-
- House counsel, said the elimination of the
‘Soviet heavy-missiles had long been a-

1

-% *It may be, Senator Baker, that you
‘wil have the high privilege of conducting
At negotiation,’” Mr. Cutler said, allud--

muyined: & legiﬂmate»_pbjecdvg for -the

I Senator Glenn’s proposal is in'the form |

irg:to the. Senator’s Presidential aspira..| .

‘zepability’ to negotiate -that ag: part of
S&ruéyif’; o a

e ol YR

s

-Homs, *“*but it would be beyond even yourj :

e
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SALT Pact Rebuffed

By Robert G. Xaiser -* "'
© Washinyton Fost 3tall Writer -

An attempt by -Senate M.inority
1.cader Howard H. BakerJr. (R-Tenn.)l
to alter the strategic arms: limitation
treaty substantially failed by 2. single
vote in the Senata Forexg.n Relauons

Commtr.eeysterday.a ; e
Three Democrats Jomed Baker and
three othe: Republicans to vete -for
the proposal, which Baker said yester=
day had only-symbelic signiiit_:ance;
and which he had described last Junes
as “a movement in, the wrong direcs
tion” T v e,;v-'. R --».\.q
 Treaty wuport.rs "said the Baker
amendment would. effectively kil
SALT IL. A combination of six Demo-
erats and. two Repubhcans voted to
defeatit. - i w3
Also - vaterday, Ma;ontr Lead -
Robert C. Byrd (D-W. Va.) threatened
to bring SALT O up on the~floor bes
fore- r.heﬂSenate considers the “wmda
fall profits”  tax on.oil compames,
move-that would “disrupt the-Senate’s!
schedule=but ; perhags.;.improve- -th
chances of:a-vote: on SALT. II this
years : i R ‘5‘ R RY

‘heavr’ l.and based inte:cantmental
ballistic missiles to match the Sovlet.s‘
_ in this category. Baker admitted, hows
ever, that the- United States. dw not|
want this. typeaof weapon- a.nd would
not build rt:even if permz’cted tn do so

nounced that-he was Opposmﬂ SAL’.'L:
II as writterr because. of In&concem
over heavy- m.xssﬂes, among other~. is-
sues, hewaaskedﬂhewoxﬂ.dfavnr
the sort of_amendment he pmuosed
yesterday.”. BaXer T replied 7 that. ’hq
would not, that- such an amendment]

would be a “movement in the wrong
direction” because. it- would .further

the arms race; not reduce superpovzez;

% . )
mena}s‘ . M“MM‘M .-.-\.a"’s'i

Yesterdaw Baker said he still
pref

red elimifating the Soviet Umons

laz:;g ailssxéemmt wouid favor. thes

Q pm sal

than nothing, ", . po N Aa.:ﬂbette:

*» The Soviets’ '*)08 heavy mlssxla ar

much bigger than.anything. the.Umtee

States has:aver built or even contemd

-plated. The first SALT agreement o

offénsive: arms and then- Salt' 11 pe:]
mit. t..thet” “Saviets to.. mamtauLthesj
rockets, the heart of the-Soviet Tad
lon’s land-based force, whﬂe'pmmbienl

ing t.he_ Umted States £mm acquxnns"
them. '~ = P N

"The \n.xon, Ford and Carter ad:mn
strauoqs justified this exception: for
the Soviets’ beavy missiles as simply a
reflection of the status-quo for which
the United States is compensated in
other provisions of the SALT agree-
ments. But Baker said yesterday that
the exception was a one-sided provx-
sion that contradicied the Senate’s in-
structions, given when SALT T was
approved, that SALT II should give
the United States strategic nuclear

forces that are “aot .nfenor” to those
of the Soviet Union. =, -

Baker - said- he was - sure that a
firmer negotiating position would
have persuaded the Soviets to give up
some- or- all of the SS9: and 'SS1
rockets, which' are the-most formxdf[
able weapons in their arsenal, -

Pres1dent1al ‘counsel Lloyd Y Cu..
ler, speaking for the adminijstration
said:that-Baker’s proposalyif -adoptet
would lead to. reogemng thé'SALT n.
couaaons¢and ‘would: “require..ithe
United States- to' make new conc
sions to the:Soviets. This; Xaid Cutler
Was. 406 hx,h . price: 'to -pay- for:s

[Ty MY YO

e

change in the.treacy- that Baker ac=
knowledged was only symbolie. -

Last week, the chairman of Baker’s
uadeclared presulenual campaign,
Sen. Richard . G.-. Lugar  (R-Ind),
warned the Foreign Relations Come
mittee against. approving “cosmetic®
changes in-SALT. II, then.,claxmmg
that it had taken 3 tough posmnn.
Cutler mcked up.- Lugar’s !.a.nguagew
yesterday, saying' of Baker’s heavy
missile proposal:: “If there. ever was al
cosmetic amendment, this is it" =}

The three- Dernocrats -who - vote&
for Baker's ~proposal”_wers " -~Joln
Gleon (Ohm), Ricnard- Stone - (Fla.m
and Edward Zorinsky (Neb.).: -+ -4+ 4

Byrd suggested the possibility of]
considering SALT before the “wind-
fall profits” tax a: a breakfast for con-
gressional leaders at the White House:
)esterday Byrd has been trying, with-
out success se far, to get unanimous
econsent” for a time agreemen’s that]
would limit the SALT debate.

. Senate-leaders apnarently hope that
the threat of losing their long Christ-
mas and' New Year’s: recess will be
enough to get ‘action. 6n ' SALT this
year, but: th.&t achedule remaxm pro-

blemat:ca.L i it oo
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~ Soviets advanee. notice:of all its land-

o

Panel to Consider SALT Amendments |
Requiring Notice Before Soviet Tests -

a= - " -

4-.. By Robert G. Kaiser -~ .3
Washington Post Stalf Weiter ) .
~_-~'A£ter a week of essentially predicta.
le votes on the provisions. of SALT
il, the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
Spittee yesterday besan discussion. of
:bvoposed- amendments: that could sige]

e -

-ni;‘icantly-alte:thg.trgaty;_ SRS
The new amendments, all of which
relate to U.S capability to monitor

-Soviet compliance .with SALT II|-

arobably will be'voted on later this
week. . Committee sources - speculated
Yesterday that pro-treaty forces will
-‘bave problems blocking ‘the amend:
ments. oL e
The amendment that has the most
-apparent appeal will be proposed, per-|
.2aps in differing forms, by Sens. John
.Glean (D-Ohio) and Richard G. Lugar
<&Ind.). Both Senators propose elimi-
Zating from the treaty, in effect, a
provision that would allow the Soviet
Union to conduct most of its tests of
Jand-based- missiles without notifying
~toe United Statésin advance that the
A€5ts were adout take place. . -
TAe treaty provision that both sena-
tors want to amend.is one of z hand-
ful that. Carter. administration offi-
cials acknowledge apply unequally. to-
the Soviet Union and the United,

"U.S. national territory, landing at sea;
" but the Soviets” mos:-used test_rang

Siates, In effect, the provision re !

—————

quires the United States to-give the]

based missile tests, while allowing the
Soviets not to give notice on.most of
their tests. > ~eimm it LT Tmidiny
. Before the loss of American listen-]
ing stations in Iran—which- could pick:
up the radio. transmissions from So:
viet test flights moments after- blast-
oif—this distinction was not regarded
-as siznificant But the various intelli-
gence-gathering techniques now under
consideration to make up for the loss.
of the Iranian posts could all be
vastly more effective If the United
States had prior notification of Soviet
tests. Soem o

“Administratior officials. and- several

THE WASHINGTON POST

23 Qctober 1979

“The provision in question requires|
prenotification- of all single ICBM
launches by either country “except

for single ICBM launches . .. whieh|"

arenot planned to extend beyond its
_pati_qnal territory.”. . . -

‘American test laune -e-s:' all leave

goes from Tyuratam in southerna R
'sia to the: Kamchatka peninsula ne
Alaska, all within Soviet territory. -
< Glenrt-and * Lugar ~yesterday: an=,

-~ nounced their intentions. to- address
this- ratter with proposed  amend-|

ments: later fn thedweelk.. Carter’/3d-
minictration - ;. officiale * . met. - among:
themselves andi'with the committee
in e1o2ed session yestarday to discuss .
these and related proposals. '«

-Earter yesterday the committee
vot:d unanimously to adopt a dec-
laration that nothing in SALT II will
prevent the United States from' cono
tinu‘ng to help NATO countries with'
conver tional and nuclear military as-
sistarre, The vote on this reservation,
offered by Sen. Charles H. Percy;
(R-1lL), was 14-to 0. o

The committee made this, in effect,
a declaration of Senate attitudes. Be-
fore the 140 vote, it rejected two at-
tempts to make this statement-a for-
mal “reservation to tbe resolution of
ratification that the Soviets would
have to_explicitly-accept or_acknowk
edge?.'zlf, ! astal i I o RN
.- Lugar and Glenn were allied.on this
issue. also;-arguing that: the .United
States: shbuld' make . the - Soviets "ac-
knowledge this U.S. position-to -avoid
any misunderstandings in the-future.

other senators responded that it was a
bad precedent to suggest to.the Sovi-
ets that they have any say in U.S.-
NAIN relations, and: further. thag thed

~ had

- eumvention” provision declaring that
neither-side will circumvent its provi.

~declares an obvious fact of internae

. Senate give the Soviets formal notifi- |

to come up’again on the-Senate floor. .

United States had made clear its-in-

Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/07/18 : CIA-RDP11 |\/|01422R000500030003-9

tentions during hegotiations with the
SOVietS.;".g-"j"g - .,_.;i.--.;_,;-_:_";_." ’ Cee R .'--'
" During the negotiations, the Soviets
pressed. for a - “non-transfer”!
clause that might have precluded U.S.
transfer of potentially.strategic weap-
onry: to..the: NATC Jallies, _but the
United :States: wouldnot accept this:
Instead; the treaty contains a “non-cir

sions ' “through any, other. state .or|
states, or.in any other manner.” Thel
United States. contends that this only| -

tional law- and. pas.-no consequences
for U.S-NATO relations... e
~ An attempt by Lugar to force the
Soviets:te accept formaily the U.S. in

terpretation of the- non-circumvention:
clause failed in.ihe committee, 10 to 4]
Glenn then suggzested that at least the

cation-of the U.S. position, but this
was-béatenf 8.1c 6. The issue is likely,

Glenn has a package of six pro-|.
posed amendments related to monitgrr
ing the treaty, though he may not in-]
troduce them all. One would require
both countries not..to change the
methods by which.they send informa-
tion on rocket test:flights back:to
earth. Another would-require them, to
‘agree with each other before encoding
‘any of the radio. messages (“telgmef
Ty transmittedqto_rganh’_'by‘a' test]

-4 Tt o - e o
voeket. o it i Bxdomerdo S e s
—
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ARI'I fi g

Senate Panel Begms Votmg on Arms—Pact Charigés

. 13" Séek to Clarjty Brezimev Statement ,
.1 However, Senator. John H. .Glenn,
Democrat of Ohio, pointed out that the:i
SovietUnion had toid the United States ij

NE¥ YORK TIMES
16 OCTOBER 1979

B

i
|
|

5y CHARLES MOKR |
. Specialto oo New York Times i
WASHINGTON, Oct, 15 — The Senate ‘

! fication and on possxble treaty vmlaum 'j

Foreign Relations Committee today
began considering modifications of the
‘nuclear arms treaty . with the Soviet
Union and adopted two measures that ap-
ponents of the u-eat?dismmed as “m
metic.” - :

The commiuee nearly wandered inxo a
diplomatic minefield by discussing the
possibility of | the assurances
from Leonid k. Brezhoev, the Soviet lead-
er, on the bomber known in-the West as,
the Backfire. But when Senator Paul S.*
Sarbanes; Democrat of Maryland.” and
‘the White House Counsel, Lloyd Cutler;.:

nevstatementto“claﬂfy’ igers - -

that it would not be bound by American

interpretations of the Brezhnev state-
ment. Several Senators then began to dis-
“cuss changing the wording of the Brm-

* Senator-Sarbanes and the White House

pomted out that the Soviet Union might
object. strongly to any Senate change in
the - wording of President - Brezhnev’s:
c statement, Senator Frank Church_Demo-§ |
yerat of Idaho, the €ommittee chairman,

then. announced that the motion was
", being withdrawn for‘‘redrafting’ and
“consideration ata later time. .-

pointed out the diplomatic:dangers of i’ cenators Walter D. Huddlestonof Ken-

suck a demznd, the committee agreed to'
postpone action tm t.be Backﬁre bomber
question. -

In ane vote t.oday the eomxmttee vcted
13 to 0 to make the “Agreed Statements

“ticky and Birch Bayh of Indiana, both
- Democratic members of the Intelligence
.Committee, introduced a teservation to

to?: %tl)mmxttee leadership is

able to stave off passa eottheso»f
called “killer amendmenrs"gthat would |
be likely to cause Moscow to reject it. t

the treaty. that would require the Presi.,

and Common Understandings’” that help
define the terms and obligations.of the
treaty to be of the same force and effect
- as theprovisions of the treaty itself.” - . " -
“The Carter Administration- said the
reservation was tnxn because the
“staternents and understandings,’” which
were signedbyPrmdentCanaand Mr. ).
Brezhmev - in Vienna lastJupe, were
¢clearly binding."” Howeversthe White
House did not oppose the: step on the
groundthatxtwa.smlme}ythanheSoviet
Union would object. . sipyisFome .

S : Ca]lsVote‘Cosmedc’ S -

" §épator Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, a
Republican who opposes the treaty, said
that “‘this is.a cosmetic change if there
ever was one.”’ Senator Lugar suggested
that supporters of the treaty may hope to

“make it appear they are *
structive changes™ in order to “wver
yourself fora pro-SALT vote.” . "2~ .- |,

The committee also adopted,, by a vote
of 10 to 2, an ‘understanding’’ proposed
by Senator George McGovern, Democrat
of South Dakota, which- called for the
joint statement of principles on.negotia-
tions for the next arms limitation treaty,
a to by both nations but not- sub-
mirted. for ratification, be. mentioned in
the Senate’s resolution as pmvxdmg t.he
“basis’” for future negotiations. "3 W

Earlier, the committee seemed to come
close to posing a serious difficuity for the
treaty. The issue was an unsigned state-
ment and an oral statermnent on the Back-.
fire bomber given by Mr. Brezhnev.to.
President Carter in Vienna in June. To-
gether the statements indicated that the
Soviet Unior would not increase the an-
nual productionsrate of the Backfire
bomber beyord 30 planes and did not in-
tend to give it intercontinental capahzlity
orextend its radius of range. ~. - - & 20

ThemoﬂonwasmpassaSenataunder
standing stating that the Brezhnev state~
ments were a legany binding part. of the
trea:y

o
R
N '”‘-—.—-- R e 8
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Leader Byré Nears SALT End@rsemeﬁi,
Senate Semm}ﬁee Starts Voting M«mday

* Republicans but he dechned tu name-
'anyone present.

By Spencer Rich
- 77 washtagton Post Statf Writes noh i
Senate Majority Leader Robert C.
- Byrd (D-W.Va.) appeared on the brink

~ of formally endorsing. the strategic .-

.. arms limitation treaty yesterday. as

_tee prepared to beam votme on it
- Monday. - .

Althou,h. Byrd msxsted at a press -
conference that he hasn't quite made
* " up his mind whether to endorse the
- arms treaty with the Soviet Union,
- which is President Carter's single
.. most important request to Congress
-, this year, Byrd revealed that he had
- met with “eight to 10 senators” pri-

Eadt -sr-_-

-.;]-vately: Friday to seek some idea of
. how much defense spending must be

beefed up to quell fears of national-se-
" curity dangers., i
.Byrd :said that i “I:he McGoverns

: :and the. Nunns, the Stennises and the -
. . Moynihans”: could get together and
" v draw some cormapromise “fine line” on

what to spend ‘and on certain other

¢ national security concepts, “then we -
" could put together a. two-thu;ds major -

f',fztyontheSALTtreaty" 5 3 h
He said: he - had - asked.. Ma;crity‘
Whip Alan Cranston (D-Calif) ;:and

.. Sen. Daniel' P. Moynihan (D-N.Y.),
"“who has been sharply-eritical of the .-

Soviets, to head special units to study

" - both-arms reduction: and needed.in-- '
- creases in. defense spending, The Fri- -~

day meetmﬂ he saxd included several :

-v-, --.

i

Y¥asnington rost

Cia 4t

.
-:--'n-;\-'

Byrd "said he has told ‘the W'mte

House flatly that the treaty won't

come to the Senate floor for a finat

‘vote until and unless it hands over
. - * five.year military spending projec-. -
the Senate Foreign Relations-Commit- :-

tions, with some details, which he said
in many cases firms lobbying for de-

. fense contracts already know, He said -

K ST

the president had’ agreed to supply
the projections. .

open endorsement of the treaty, Sen.
Charles H. Perey (R-I1L) announced in
Chicago that he- will vote for the

. treaty provided the Senate adopts two

“understandings”” which he expects,

One makes clear the United States.
can continue transferring defense -
technology to its ailies; the other re- -

. quires Senate approval before a three-
‘year “protocol,” limiting some missile

ranges, can be extended further, ..

.~ The Foreign Relations Committee - -
ot Friday killed by a 10 to 5 vote a

proposal by Sen. John Glenn (D-Ohio)

to delay any consideration - of the -
treaty until it can study the implica. -
¢+, tions of the five-year projections, once . -
-~ they are received from Defense Secre- -
. tary Harold Brown. Instead, ‘it agreed
to start voting Monday. Glenn was -
joined by Republicans. Howard H. -to complete energy, synfuels, appropri- -| -

Baker (Temu.), Richard Lugar- (Ind.),

" S1. -Hayakawa - (Cahf.) and Jessa‘
- Helms (N.Ch.- . .

-Byrd,-who said he favnrs televx.sinﬂ
the Senate SALT debate pmv:ded a

-~ own reading of““backup materials™ -
. has ¢convinced him that "fnndmg more -

*. “bottom - line™ of the Senate- Intelli- - -

As Byrd appeared to be nearing = !¢€ Seemed to be_pretty much unified

© & He doesn’t. particularly like GOP .

" appropriations bills and thereby ho!.d- -

] “leglslauve abomiration . .

" and then complete SALT, by Thanlu—

time limit can be agreed on; said- his =

money” to beef up U.S. arms is a must .
with or without the treaty in view of .
Soviet strides. Ha said that on verifi-

cation. of the SALT .agreements, the .

gence Committee’s assessment is “that
without SALT 1T our abdity to moni-
dor [Soviet arms] is going to be less
than that with SALT II—the commit.

o

on that point.” .
Byrd also told reporters: L

presidential candidate Johmn Connal. -
ly’s concept of using U.S. forces io
Keep peace in the Mideast and he
thinks Carter's Camp Davxd approach
is better, - .

® Gasoline lincs “wz.ll _be back, no
question they'll be back,” so it's good .-
that Congress is moving fo pass major . °
energy and synfuels legislation. -
- ® Attaching anti-abortion and other | -
substantive legisiative provisions to..

ing up the U.S. budget is becommg a.f
. a nights-:
mare . .. legislative blackmaﬂ" and he
‘hopes to get together with House Iead- -
€rs on some way to control it. - -~ -
®- With luck, Congress might be abls -

ations and windfall-profits legislation,
" giving, but “we may be in till Christ-"

mas” though he doesn't really beheve
it will be that long. .

.
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October 11, 1979 - John Isaacs
AMENDMENTS, RESERVATIONS AND UNDERSTANDINGS TO SALT II

The following is an updated 1list of amendments reservations and under-
standings that have been discussed as part of the debate on the SALT II treaty
Some have been formally 1ntroduced others have only been discussed

The proposed language additions and changes are llsted by topics, with
the Senator or Senators who have proposed the amendment, reservation, or

understanding listed after each topic.

Backfire bomber: Church & Javits, Biden, Goldwater

Church & Javits have proposed the following reservation at the end of the
Resolution of Ratification:

"That the commitments contained in the Soviet written statement
which President Brezhnev handed to President Carter on June 16, 1979,
concerning the Soviet TU-22M (Backfire) bomber, and the statement
by President Brezhnev of June 17, 1979, that the Soviet Backfire
production rate would not exceed 30 per year, are essential to the
obligations assumed under the Treaty, and that these commitments are.
legally binding on the Soviet Union and their violation would give
the United States the right to withdraw from the Treaty.

Biden proposed'Julyle a comprehensive understanding to deal with a
variety of concerns expressed in Foreign Relations Committee hearings. On
the subject of Backfire, Biden proposed the following language:

"With regérd to production and deployment of the Soviet Backfire
bomber, that the written and verbal assurances set forth by '
President Brezhnev shall be considered integral to the Treaty."

Goldwater introduced Amendment No. 412 June 5 to force counting the Backfire
in SALT limits.

"Par3graph 3(a) of Article II is amended after "Tupolev-95"
by inserting a comma and the following: "Tupolev-M, (Known to
the United States of America as the Backfire)."

Another amendment, reservation or understanding might be offerediasserting

the right of the United States to build a2 bomber comparable to the Soviet
Backfire bomber.
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Agreed statements and understandings: Church & Javits, Biden

: Church & Javits proposed on August 5 the following reservation at the end
of the Resolution of Ratification:

"That the Agreed Statements and Common Understandings regarding
the Treaty and the Protocol, transmitted by the President on
“June 22, 1979, with the Treaty, are of the same force and effect
as the provisions of the Treaty itself."

Biden proposed July 10 a comprehensive understanding to deal with a variety
of concerns expressed in Foreign Relations Committee hearings. On-this subject,
Biden suggested the following text: : - : o

"With regard to agreed statements and common understandings, the .
memorandum of understanding regarding data, and the joint statement
of principles and basic guidelines for subsequent negotiations, that
such associated documents shall also be considered 1ntegral to the

Treaty."

Non-circumvention language: Church & Javits, Percy,Biden, Roth

A number of proposals have been made to add language to make it clear that -
Article XIX, the non-circumvention clause, does not prevent the United States’
-from selling weapons to or sharing information with our allies. '

Church & Javits proposed August 5 the following understanding at the end
of the Resolution of Ratification: : :

"That nothlng in.the'Treaty or Protocol thereto affects existing
patterns of collaboration and cooperation between the United States
and its allies, or precludes cooperation between the United States
and its allies in the modernization of nuclear and conventional
weapons required for their common defense. The United States will
reject any attempt by the Soviet Union to raise, on the basis of the
non-circumvention provisions of this Treaty, questions concerning
such collaboration and cooperation between the United States and its
allies.”

Percy proposed July 13 the foilowing understanding (Amendment No. 414) to
go at the end of the resolution of ratification:

"Subjgct to the understanding, which is to be made a part of
the instrument of ratification, that nothing in the Treaty
Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms
prohibits the United States from continuing traditional patterns
of collaboration and cooperation with its allies, and this
would include the transfer of technology relating to cruise missiles.”

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/07/18 : CIA-RDP11M01422R000500030003-9
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Biden, in his comprehensive undersfanding of July 1Q, proposed the following
language:

"With regard to the non-circumvention provisions of Article XII,
that such provisions shall not impede traditional patterns of
military and technological cooperation between the United States and
its allies, and that such cooperation shall continue in all ways
necessary to ensure the common defense of member-states of the
North Atlantic Alliance.” :

Roth has discussed offering language on this topic without proposing specific
text. .

Protocol precedents and extension: Church & Javits, Biden,Percy, Lugar, Hart

‘A‘number of Senatéfé have been concerned with the Protocol to the tréaty
and whether, despite its expiration date at the end of 1981, it might be
extended without Senate approval. :

Church & Javits proposed August 5 the following understanding to follow
the resolution of ratification:

"That the Protocol to the Treaty, which expires by its terms
on December 31, 1981, may only be extended in whole or in part,
with the-advice and consent of the Senate provided two-thirds of

- the Senators present concur."

Biden, as part of his comprehensive understanding of July'lo, proposed the
following language: .

"With regard to the provisions of the Protocoi, that such
provisions shall not without Senate concurrence be legally
extended beyond December 1981 and shall not be construed as

- having precedential significance for subsequent arms limitations.”

Percy proposed July 13 an understanding (Amendment No. 414) to go at the
end of the resolutlon of ratification as follows:

"(1) nothing in the Treaty Between the United States of America
- and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of

Strategic Offensive Arms, in the Protocol relating thereto, or in
any related document commits the United States to enter into an
agreement with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics which main-
tains in force after December 31, 1981, any prohibition or restriction
under the Protocol; and

""(2) if the President signs such an agrecement, before such
agreement enters Into force with respect to the United States, the
President will submit such agreement to the Senate as a treaty for
its advice and consent to ratification."
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Lugar may go further with language stating simply that the protocol shall
not_ be extended. . :

Hart proposed July 31 an understanding (Amendment No. 416) to go at the
end of the resolution of ratification as follows:

"Subject to the understanding, which is to be made a part
of the instrument of ratification, that nothing in the Protocol
binds either of the Parties after the date of the termination
of the Protocol, unless the Parties otherwise agree and approve
such agreement, in accordance with their constitutional processes."”

Post-Salt II negotiations: McGovern, Biden, Lugar, Moynihan, Proxmire

McGovern proposed July 16 an amendment to the resolution of ratification that
upon ratification of SALT II, U.S. negotiators would be instructed to immediately
begin negotiations with the Soviet Union for an immediate freeze on strategic
nuclear weapons and for annual reductions in our strategic forces of 10%Z each
year for three years, after which a summit meeting would be held to review the
progress. He may also propose an alternate formulation.

Biden as part of his comprehensive understanding announced July 10,
suggested the following wording: :

"With regard to future arms negotiations, that the arms
limitations required by this Treaty shall be considered only an
interim measure, leading to future intensive efforts to achieve
significant reductions in established levels of strategic

nuclear weaponry."

Lugar may offer language dealing with instructions for SALT 1II, requiring
real cuts.

Moynihan proposed August 1 Amendment No. 417 to go after paragraph (3),
Article XIX stating:

"The - Partles shall conclude, by December 31, 1981 an
agreement which shall, as a result of the negotiations undertaken
in accordance with the Joint Statement of Principles and Guidelines
for Subsequent Negotiations on the Limitation of Strategic Arms
agreed upon at Vienna on June 18, 1979, effect significant and
substantial reductions in the numbers of strategic offensive arms,.
consistent_with the requirement for the maintenance of essential
strategic equivalence. This agreement shall enter into effect
immediately upon the expiration of the present Treaty or sooner, as
the Parties shall decide. If the Parties are unable to conclude such
an agreement by December 31, 1981, the present Treaty shall terminate
on that date.”
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Proxmire announced June 11 that he will offer an amendment to the Statement .i;
of Principlesﬁbccompanying the treaty that would set a specific numerical goal
of reducing to a range of 500-800 the land-based missiles of both nations.
The range would apply to SALT III and would encompass MIRVed and non-MIRVed

‘nissiles. | ' :

" Soviet combat forces in Cuba: Church, DeConcini, Kassebaum

Church has discussed proposing language requiring the President, before the
ratification process is completed, to find that the Soviet troops in Cuba do
not comprise a combat unit and that the troops present no threat to the U.S.
or to other countries in the Western Pemisphere.

. DeConcini has introduced a reservation at the end of the resolution of
ratification (Amendment No. 418) stating:

"Before the period at the end of the resolution of
ratification, insert a comma and the following: 'subject to
the reservation, which is to be made a part of the instrument
of ratification, that before the date of exchange of the
jnstruments of ratification, the President shall have notified
the Senate that the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist .
Republics has removed all its combat troops and their support '
units from Cuba."

Kassebaum has introduced a reservation at the end of the resolution of
ratification (Amendment No. 446) stating: :

"(1) before the date of exchange of the instruments of
ratification, the President of the United States of America
transmits a certification to the United States Senate that

 the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has eliminated its
combat capability in Cuba, such notice of certification shall
specify the basis on which such finding is made.

""(2) the President of the United States of America shall
inform the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics that the
establishment of any future such combat capability in Cuba
would be inimical to the interest of the United States of
America_ and could jeopardize the continuation of the SALT process."

Moratorium oﬁ‘deployment of new strategic systems: Hatfield

Hatfield on June 26 offered an amendment to the treaty (Amendment No. 413)
to freeze mutually the arsenals of strategic nuclear destruction possessed by
the U.S. and Russia at their present levels. The Amendment text is: -

"Notwithstanding any other provision of this treaty, each
party agrees not to deploy, on or after the date of entry into
force of this treaty, any number of strategic offensive arms in
excess of the number of strategic offensive arms deployed by
such party on the date of signature of this treaty, and each
party agrees not to develop, test, or deploy strategic offensive
arms of a type not deployed by such party on the date of

eionature nf thic treatv.” :
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u.s. military spending/Parity with Soviets:  Biden, Zorinsky

Biden, as part of his comprehensive understanding of July 10, suggested the
following language to make clear U.S. determination to maintain "essential

equivalence":

"With regard to future strategic policy and nuclear weapons
deployments, the United States shall continue to take all steps
necessary to maintain essential equivalence with the Soviet Union
and a stable condition of mutual nuclear deterrence." -

: Zorinsky suggested in a Foreign Relations Committee hearing that he may offer
51m113r language to commit the U.S. to take all steps necessary to maintain
essential equivilence with the Soviet Union.

Other Senators, such as Nunn may offer language to try to get the U.S. to
increase U.S. military spending by a certain percentage, such as 47-57.

Verification: Glenn, Lugar, Baker, Warner

Glenn has discussed a variety of proposals. to enhance U.S. verification efforts
of the treaty. Among the proposals that may be offered in some form are: 1)
urge the Soviet Union not to encrypt any of its telemetry information, 2) -
assert the right of the U.S. to encrypt whatever information that the Soviets
encrypt, 3) require announcement by both the U.S. and the Soviet Union of all
missile tests prior to flight, including those inside national territory not now
covered by the treaty, 4) require notification of appropriate Senate committees
of complaints by either side to the Standing Consultative Commission that deals
with questions of compliance, 5) assure that the U.S. can monitor shipments from
Soviet defense plants. :

Lugar is con51der1ng offering three proposals on verification: 1) language
advocating placement of unmanned monitoring devices on Soviet soil and on U.S.
soil in order to gather telemetry data, 2) a total ban on encryption of
telemetry data and 3) an agreement that both sides will provide advance warning
of all ICBM tests, and. not just those beyond national territory.

Baker has discussed offering language concernlng adequate wmonitoring and
verification. -

Another proposal might state that U.S. llstenlng posts in foreign nations are
a national technical means of verification. Warner may be considering
language along this line,

Mobile JCBMs/MX: Biden, Baker, DeConcini, Hatfield

Biden, as part of his comprehensive understanding of July 10, suggested the
following language concernlng mobile ICBMs.

"With regard to future United States ‘deployment of mobile
land-based missiles, that such deployment, regardless of mode,
shall, if accompanied by procedures conducive to approprlate_
Sov1et verification efforts, be acceptable under the Treaty.'
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Baker, in his June 21 prééé conference, suggesied he might offer language
_to assert "the propriety of the mobile ‘basing modeef the MX missile.”

DeConcini 1s considering offering more specific language to deal with the
. vertical shelter scheme of the MX, such as the following:

"Sybject to the understanding, which is to be made a part
of the instrument of ratification, that nothing in the Treaty may
be construed as requiring either Party to the Treaty to count, for
the purposes of the limitations on the number of launchers permitted
under the Treaty, as an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM)
jauncher any vertical shelter (silo) that is not equipped with an
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launcher (as defined in the
first paragraph of Article II of the Treaty)."

Hatfield may'offer a proposal to bar or modify the Administration's proposal
for building an MX. An amendment to the Defense Appropriations bill may be

offered instead.

$S-18 heavy missile: Baker, Jackson

Baker, in thevForeign Relations Committee hearidgs, suggested an amendment to_‘
cut the number of Soviet S5-18 heavy missiles allowed from 308 to 150.

Jackson has discussed offering language asserting the right of the U.S. to
build heavy missiles to match those of the Soviets. '

Linkage

‘Biden, 'as part of his comprehensive understanding of Juiy 10, suggested the
following language on linkage: '

"With regard to the foreign policy of the Soviet Union, that
ratification of this Treaty shall not be construed as acceptance
by the United States of Soviet aims or conduct, but is instead based
upon the imperative that U.S.-Soviet competition be regulated to
reduce the danger of nuclear holocaust." .

Recommital of the treaty with instructions: Jackson

Jackson 1is considering offering a motion to recommit the treaty, with
instructions that a new treaty: 1) provides the U.S. with the right to build
modern heavy ICBMs equivilent to the Soviets', 2) counts the Backfire bomber,

3) does not limit cruise missile ranges unless all ballistic missiles with less
than intercontinental range are similarly limited, 4) assures the right to
build a mobile missile and 5) provides full verification through national technical

meanse.

Launcher definition: Warner

Warner may offer language to tighten the definition of "launcher" in the
treaty. Another possibility is an attempt to substitute actual weapon designations
for the word "launcher" in the treaty. ”
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Range limitations on cruise missiles

Langdage may be offered to drop the range limitation on U.S. ground-launched -
cruise missiles or to extend the same limit to Soviet weapons.

Throwweight

"Language may be offered to allow the U.S. to achieve equality with the
Soviet Union in throwweight.

Garn proposais

Garn offered an alternative SALT II package consisting of a comprehensive
renegotiation resolution and six “essential™ amendnents to provide guidelines for
improving the treaty. In his testimony before the Foreign Relations Committee
September 18, Garn proposed a large number of amendments, too numerous to go into
‘detail, but including: - Backfire, heavy missiles, modification of silo launchers
to heavy configuration, U.S. heavy ICBM test and deployment, MPS basing mode,
definition of MPS as non-mobile, non-circumvention, verification, prohibition
against deliberate concealment measures, GLCM/SLCM range extension, MIRVed
GLCM/SLCM range extension, protocol extension, and agreed statements and common

understandings. . ' .

Secretary/Senator/Pundit Kissinger proposals

, Kissinger, in his July 31 testimony before the Foreign Relations Committee, -
suggested the following conditions: 1) the treaty be coupled with a defense
program representing an obligatory understanding between Congress and the
President to build what is needed, 2) the Protocol may not be extended as far

as cruise missiles are concerned and that there are no limitations on U.S.
theatre nuclear weapons —- such as the cruise missiles -~ unless there are
similar limits on comparable Soviet weapons, 3) in any future agreement, the

U.S. should be allowed to match every Soviet system -- including heavy ICBMs -
unless the Soviets give up the right to something comparable that we would

be allowed, 4) the non-circumvention clause shall be interpreted so as not to
interrupt cooperative relationships with allies, and 5) that the continuation of
SALT II and any future SALT agreements be linked to Soviet geopolitical conduct.

-
|
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Interview With
Senator

Richard G. Lugar, -
Republican, .

Of Indiana

Q Senator Lugar, does the presence ot
Soviet combat troops in Cuba constitute a
threat to U.S. security? -

A Yes, because their presence
makes possible a Soviet extension in
Cuba well beyond those particular
troops. This is the type of protection
the Soviets would require if they were
to deploy nuclear weapons in Cuba.

For instance, the troops could be the
precursor of an expanded Cienfuegos
naval base to service nuclear-armed
submarines or the placement of nucle-
ar weapons to guard the MiG-23s that
are already in Cuba.

Q How is the Soviet action in Cuba dit-

_ferent from our stationing troops near the
Russian border in Europe? -

ARTIC)AE APPEARZD U. S. NEWS & WOSLD REZPORT
ON PAGE 2l SEPTEMBER 1979

“%@gresswe” Lipansion by Soviels

A Our forces in Europe are purely
defensive. They help to balance the
forces of Western Europe against those
of the Warsaw Pact. These forces are
well known to everyone; they have not
been introduced surreptitiously. We
have not hidden their presence in Eu-
rope. Beyond this, since the Soviet
Union is a closed society, we must rely
more heavily than they upon intelli-
gence collection from foreign locations.

Q The U.S. has troops stationed at the
naval base at Guantanamo Bay in Cuba.
Wouldn’t they balance out the Russians?

A The troops at Guantinamo Bay
have been there for many decades.
They are very different from the Sovi-
et brigade because they have not been
introduced covertly, they are a known
quantity, and the Castro regime has ac-
commodated itself to them.

Q it the Soviet brigade has been in
Cuba for years, as some believe, isn't it a
bit late to be concerned about it?

A Anytime that American inteili-
gence discovers a combat brigade, it’s
cause for very deep concern.

If it has been there for a long time,
our belated revelation of it is either an
indictment of our intelligence capabili-
ties or a suggestion that the nature of
the brigade has changed.

Q How far would you go in demanding
the brigade’s withdrawai? i

A If I'm correct, this is a very ag-
gressive extension of Soviet military di-
plomacy with regard to our country.
We have to indicate that it is serious
enough for us to forgo discussion of the
SALT treaty and, beyond that, forgo
trade and other relationships.

Q s getting the troops out of Cuba
worth the risk of losing Soviet agreement
on SALT?

A AsIsaid, SALT could very well be
postponed until the troops are re-

. moved and the situation is clarified to

our satisfaction.

There is another reason for postpon-
ing SALT: It’s totally inconsistent for us
to be debating the verification of the
treaty at the same time that serious
questions are being raised about our in-
telligence capability in Cuba. .

Q Don't you think the United States is
risking a military confrontation w:th the
Soviet Union?

A I don't see a risk of military con-
frontation. Our response could be
something that would lessen tension.

It would certainly give the Soviets
the signal that they may not want but
really need to have at this point. Our
failure to insist on their leaving is likely
to lead to an expanded Soviet pres-
ence, which really does risk military
confrontation farther down the trail. O

Interview With
Representative
Bob Carr,

- Democrat,
Of Michigan

Q Representative Carr, why do you
feel that Soviet combat troops in Cuba
pose no real threat to the United States?

A The only danger posed by these

troops lies in their apparent ability to-

provoke some into statements of higher
stupidity. Even if the Russians had a
combat sealift or airlift capability—
which they don’t—no number of non-

nuclear forces could hope to attack the -

U.S. without being annihilated. The
only thing we're directly vulnerable to
is attack by strategic weapons, and our
second-strike nuclear force gives us an
effective deterrent against that.

“Their Troops Don’t Threaten Us”

Q Aren't you concerned about a Rus-
sian military force being hased so close to
the U.S. mainland?

A How close they are is really of no
significance since there’s no way they
can get the strength to attack us.

We have 4,700 troops in Turkey,
which is right next door to. the Soviet
Union. Our troops there don’t threaten
the Soviets, and theirs in Cuba don’t
threaten us.

Q. Could this incident be an early step
toward the creation of a “fortress Cuba”
in the Caribbean? .

A A fortress is a defensive installa-
tion. A “fortress Cuba” could only be a

- problem for us if we plan to invade it—
which we don’t.

Q isn’t the Monroe Doctrine—the long-
standing principle forbidding foreign in-
terference in the Western- Hermsphere—
being challenged?

A The Monroe Doctrine was a uni-
lateral statement never unconditional-
ly accepted by the Soviet Union.

And it’s well to remember it also in-
volved a promise that, in return for no
foreign intervention in the Western
Hemisphere, we would not interfere in

Europe in any way. We violated that
beginning in 1917 and are violating it .
today in NATO.

I support NATO nevertheless, but it
does torpedo the Monroe Doctrine.

Q It not here, whers would you draw
the line on Soviet activity?

A That's the key question. I believe
we should draw the line at the use of So-
viet troops where they're not invited.

For example, if they invaded Nicara-
gua by force, we’d be fully justified in

opposing thern militarily.

Q Why should the Senate ratify the
SALT treaty despite the troap incident?

A Fundamentally, because the trea-
ty is in the interests of our national secu-
rity. It isn’t a reward for the Russians’
good behavior; we do it because it’s a
good thing for us.

Q Does this troop incident show how
little the Russians care about SALT?

A Tdon’t think it has anything to do
with the tredty: These troops have been
there possibly for years or decades.
What is new is our discovery of them.

Q isn’t the Soviet Union testing Ameri~
can resolve to maintain and defend stabii-
ity in the hemisphere?

A All that’s being tested is our ability
to distinguish between the significant

" and the trivial. So far, we’ve flunked. O
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Carter Urges a “Sense of Proportion

By Martin Schram - .. .
Washingtom 2oss Ssalf Writer- - 7

President Carter“%iedged yestérday

to use “firm diplomacy” to deal with

the newly disclosed. presence of a2 So- L

viet combat brigade:in. Cuba and:cau-
tioned against “pamc” and “exaggera—
tion™ at home. -+~
The “status quo-is not acceptable,

Carter said, adding that Secretary of
State Cyrus.R. Vance soon will be ne-
cotiating with the Sov1ets about the
once-secret brigade. .

“IVe are confident about our abu.hty
to defend owr countxy or any of our
friends from extermal aggression,”
Carter said. “All of us ... must .re
spond not only with firmness and
strength, but also wnth calm a.nd a
sense of proportion.”

The president’s remarks were ad--
dressed as much to the Senate as to.

e

.matter,” and added: -

. negotiations.-with the-Soviets only as

‘what d.\ploma.t:xc outcome-is needed to
“ease the situation in Cuba. He specifi-

‘moval of the Soviet combat force. -

‘Vance earlier this week that the So-

the Soviets, alcboudh Carter did Dot
mention the pendmc' strategic arms
limitation treaty, which is in new

irouble in the Senate because of the |~

suuatmn inCuba.. . - .- -

*This is a time for. firm dmlomacy,
not pagic ancx not exa«erahon," Car-
ter said. . :

The presxdent was. nrompted to de-\-
liver his first public pronouncement::

on the Soviet brizade, according to z<|.

senior aide, by- numercus siatements.
by senators that SALT I would-not::
be aoproved if’ the brigade were’ al—
lowed to remain in Cuba. "

The president-particulariy wag- con—

cernﬂd the aide said. because several

senators with hard-line--positions on.-
the issue were liberals-and moderates .
who had been- counted as D-XLT 'Ifj-

supporters. ':_t Cme

* :Cuba ‘“for some m'ne, perhaps for
- quite a few years.’”” -

' “The purpose ot thxs combat umt..s

Carter denlared ..hat." he presence of -

Declassified in Part ] Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/07/18 :

the. Soviet brigade 15.“3 yery senous

“#“We do have the'ri,,ht to mszst tbat
the Soviet Union respect our interests

and.our concerns. if- the Soviet. Union |-
" expects. U8 - tox :espect 4their-sensibili-
“ties. and- their‘ concerns;. Otherwise,
-relations between our:two countries

will inevitabix be adversely affected.”
By publicly defining the goal of the-

changing the “status quo,”.the- presi-
dent carefully . avoided: specifying

cally ‘declined to answer. questions
from a reporter about. whether the
United: States would insist.on the re-

Carter xepeated statements by
viet force consists of 2,000 to 3,000
‘troops. equipped with conventional .
“weapouns, including about 40 tanks and.
some field artillery pieces. .

The president said there is evidence‘
that the unit has been .operating in

He then. went on to descnhe whaL
the forceis not. . .~ v <. R

“It is not’an assault force, he sa;a .
“It does not" have airlift-or seagoing
capability and does not have weapons-
capable» ot‘ attackm" Lhe Umtecr
States.-

s

not- yet clear.

In recent years, the’ Sovvt.: hav”
used Cuba as a lstening post to moni-
tor: telephone calls placed from. tha
United States, but U.S. intelligence.oi:
ficials have said they do-mot believe

" to defend the Soviet-built' and Soviet-
i run intelligence naetwork. - -~

‘curitg affairs _adviser, caliled Presi-

“"dent’ Fidel -Castro's’ contention ' that}

Union- and we .view> him as sueh”

‘client of the- Saoviet" Uniou. il

_that a-Soviet brigade would be needed

In remarks earlier yesi&rdw bes'"
niew Brzezinskl, Carter’s national se-|

Cuba is' not aligned with the Soviet
Unioa’ "fundamentally ‘rideulous,” -

“Castro is a. puppet- ot. the Soviet

Brzezinski - said,.. adding: “there- isa’t
.one instanee” in which Castro has act- |
ed contrary to Scmet policy around
the world -:: - gne

In. remarks ton-newspa'oer ed:tors {
Brzezinski - said that economically,|
Cuba is “totally dependent™ on-the
Soviet Union.. He cited statistics, in-
cluding. $3 billior in-Soviet aconomie
aid supplied to Havana each year,)
one-quarter of the:Cuban- gross na-t
tional product.. .-z i
© “Milltarily,™” Brzezmsk’o— add ed
“Cuba is entn-elr dependent on the
Soviet Union.”

He concluded: “In effect. Cuba i
an active surrogate for a forsign pol-
icy which it not shaped by. itself, and |
is paid for this: by economiz and milk-
tary - support ‘o a ‘sealss that- under-
lines Cuba’s statue- as’a’ dependerxt

Hours before Cartsr spoxs fo.re-
porters at the White House he. dis’!
cussed the. troops .situadon with. 14
members of” Congress .n tha Caamem
Room. , = .7 O §

Amond those present was Sanabe‘
Foreigzn Relations-.Committes Chair-i
man Frank Church mldzho),.whoﬁm 5
disclosed publicly that the presence of !
the Saviet combat brigade had been
‘coafirmed by U.S. intelligance, . . - 7.

Church said that Carter spoke of a i

“crisis atmosphere developing throughs;
the press, and:of the way everyone nas | |
treated: tbematter.’: PR

v _~~.l--“ :.:, R
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caid, but spoxe cnt‘cally of several |
proposed resolutions that would bar
approvat of the arms limitation treaty
a5 long as the Soviet combat force re-
mains in Cuba.

iwhita House officials have been pn-

ately critical of Churek’s disclosure of’
:he brigade, balieving that he did g0 0
volster his hardline - credentials in
Iéaho, whare he. facu a reelecnon .

Daitle next year..-

. Carter toid the concresuonal lead- ;
ers A3l TRere was "GO way 0 kpow !
TGw o Tong . ihe oSoviel orizade nad |

- gettng 300 TS gence om Cuoa.

-one of those present, agreed, saymg

Geon 1@ Cuba. and sald taere was no !
“intelilzence talure,’ 1n tae delay ¥ 8!

. detecting. it. Rather; be said, it |
.sulted from a Hecxsxon 1o allocate U.S.

“incaiitgence Tesourcea 10 otber coun-
sr‘es. .
Accorcxng tc some-. who attended
the rmeeling Ca.ner said tde yalred
- - 5 SH: U al- of trounigd

.it was. easier to-get information from

- the Soviet. Union.: Goldwater is viemt

" chairman. of the Senate. Select Com-
. mittee on Inteiligence.  ...= =

He told Carter this-was the Sovxets' '
.test of the. president’s- mettle.

Majority - Leader -Robert- C. B?‘rd
"(D-W. Va.) made the longest’ statement.
‘gt the meeting, arguing that there
- was - far from- sufficient  information 4
available o declare that: a a:xsls was-
.at hands T on.s T e P

- Several of those ptesent saxd later
:that Carter received a’ cvenerally sym-
pathebc hearing fromthe group. -

- Reacting to Carter's later remarxs,
Sen. Richard Lugar- (R-Ind.) said he
‘wanted bold leadership. Sen. Jesse
 Helms (R-N.C.), suggested that Carter
should have engaged i some ‘ma

stick” dmlomacy. ;

' Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/07/18 : CIA-RDP11M01422R000500030003-9

‘ing there--is-no- hope for Senatae: ap-

‘sians should know from- the. chmrman
of the-Foreign- Relations Commme&_
.that .theser two- issues- are . related,n:

ify the SALT treaty while Russian’
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Zactory,” said Lugar. “We need 3 call
for leadership and a aense that the
orasident is prepared to respood. - . .
The presxdent reacted slowly, almosi
passively.”

“T think the orealdent ou,nt ‘o aave
oaxd to tne Soviets, calmly, ‘Get thei
troops out or no SALT II” Helms|
said. “I think Jaek- Rennedy ‘vould{
have already told the Soviets, ‘Get tae-
.troops out or ng SALT IL'™”

“The president needs. to be ziven
+ime for diplomacy to work, time to.
obtain- accurate information I don't |
think- it's ‘time. for' a crisis atmos

phere,” Byrd said, adding that SALT

I showld-not he“beld hostage” by the:
-troops situation. - v
* #1 still bave expec’tations for @.llinﬂ_
the treaty up this year,” he said, -
" Chireh said he did not think ta’
‘was:exaggerating the situation by say-

provat of the treaty rf the troops e,

maln,_ .- -.-.J B
- 1 'think it's important that the RLF-

Chureh said. “The Senate will not rat-:

combat troops remain in Cuba, We do-

. have to-draw the line on Soviet com-
; bat troops somewhere.”™

B N
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Soviets Amenable

To SALT Shifts,

-. Senators i nfer

By Kevin Klose

B Wasainzton Post Poreign Servics

AMOSCOW, Aug. 28—Senior Soviet .
officials have indicated a willingness
to consider “significant” cutbacks in
nuclear weapons stockpiles in any fu-
ture negotiations about ;trategic
weapous, according to the head of a

. U.S. Senate delegation visiting here. . .

Sen. Joseph D. Biden (D-Del) said
he also detected tacit Soviet accept-
ance of more comprehensive verifica-

tion procedures than under the SALT
I1 agreement, an attitude that could

. lead eventually to onsite inspections.

Biden and five other senators have
looked for possible Soviet attitudes to-
ward prospective negotiations on 2
third strategic arms limitation treaty
during.three days’of meetings with
Soviet officials. - .-

Biden added that Sowet officials,
during four plenary sessions devoted
almost exclusively to strategic arms
matters, accepted without strong de-
mur the senators’ assertions that such

' powerful Soviet tactical nuclear weap-

ons systems as the 58-20 and Backfire
tomber must be specifically includad
in any successor to the SALT I
agreeement, SALT 1T was signed. by

" president Carter and Soviet leader

Leonid Brezhnmev in June. Tha ireaty
has come under sharp criticism from
some senators who are expected to
vote on itd ratification m early wintar.
“According to one delegation
source, the Soviets’
suggested as much by such. silences as
by specific Soviet retortsto the senu
tors’ statements. Biden and Sen. Rich-
ard Lugar (R-Ind) indicated this was
notable especially in the Soviets re-
sponses to the senators’ repeated as-
sertions that the Senate will ipsert
“modifications” or ‘Tesewamons” into
the pending SALT 1L ’
The Soviets were said to have lis-
_tened carefully to the senators’ expla-
nations of these proposals and report- |
edly made no substantive reply. This:

calm response by the Kremlin group, .

: ’iin Jwould never accept modification: o! the aceo:d,

1 zsizvotesonsuch a narrowly divided issue.

attitudes were =

|
i
|

."": PR
: o

Thiteh mcludedfdenuty chis? of i
the.'Soviet gengral ‘!

‘wztaﬂ Sergei Akhromeyeav. a stratagic arms specialist,
& ity sharp: ‘contrast tothe grim warnings by Brezh-
nev-and other Politburo lzaders that the Saviet Un-

: Jr’mcb took geven years ts negotiate.

(, “The' séndtorsi.met -todsy with Soviet -Pr

;—ﬁuet Kosygin in what Bidea and Lugar descenn;:;-

'ﬂ:s ¥ ‘viyye cordial,” three-hour session devoted to -
ﬂat:ﬂed eﬁscussmn of SALT issues. - - :

«--Tney 1aid Kasygin engaged them in h
vely deb
) :—_-o:r‘nr!oua ‘points;-but that the sesszon was gotema:: .

3 zeé‘,’by bitterd.zsagreement
-»"’rmr U8 delegation; whxch also included
’bmd ‘Boren -(D:Okla.),, Bill: Bradley (D-N.J.), Séi:i
“Lavinr (D+Mith:y'and David Pryor (D-Ark.), arrived in
,Lgmngnci‘last week as; guestd vf the Supreme So
;*net, the.figurehead national legislature. It is the
-_mxtb such’ ‘delegation of senators or congressmen to
;cnm! here in the. past.year and. probably the last
v bderq tha Senate moves .o— a ﬁnal vote on the: arms

*&b‘r‘ahmﬁibzcod (D-Ccnn) seemed to un ;
; 'y derst
’bolhthe ‘role of ‘the; Senate and the lmnortanc:nr:}f *‘

'w, ‘As_the: delea;txon»l-ader he teld. the Soviet
s dur-
»Ing the Kremhn sessions tlnt Iikely. Senata treaut;

_——

\reservatxom wxllinclude' !

= Ay pmvisxon that - the Senate conslders th I
2 stxtez:;nt;:n; c:a;lmon understandings” achnp:
s nying:the a o.have the sameb
*ttltdocument itaeld, - T mding foree as‘,

# "-,Qppogi’dozr to,extﬂnsion otthe treaty past 1381

o7 A provision ensuring ‘that the treaty’s “noncir-:
W ©i
Yelimivention’ clause”. does not rule out U.S. help to;
.\NJA‘TQ ‘dﬁes t9 modermze Lntermedlata range stnke

tf’flm,.treaty: i tha Sovxeu are *ound to have
viol 1
*Bzzzhmev‘xnontreaty promuna .umtmg the Ba?:l:g.gl

maﬂersof the Umtad States and thu: noe busmesau

'cﬁ‘:he Soviet oii;czaIs ...... ,

= Lons to tha current Senate dabafe on SALT II, tb.ek
;~ Atseudsions. focused strongly on SALT IIT as well.,
7= Biden-said the Soviets indicated willingness to nege-:
} “tidte-tacticaliauelear force strengths in Europe, thati
—*‘mya:lsa agreed that.progress ir dealing with the
eam'plex issues. raised by such “forward based sys-!
*ema and :the cruise misaila must be made wells
ﬁend of. the S‘&LI I pmtocol r-xpu'anon. j



I
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- dently targetable warheads. simulations,

" tion capabilities are, in some instances,

APTICLY APPEARED
ON PaGa__ 76

SALT f‘%éma Hon Jfged

23 July 1979

- On Verification T amgermg

Washmcton-Abrogatlon of the Strat-gxc i
Arms Limitation Talks 2 treaty by the |
U.S. upon probable’ evidence of Soviet |
interference with U. S. national technical :
means of treaty verification has.been
demanded by Sen. Jacab K. Javm (R-
N.Y.).

“If we have grounds for not trusting |

them, I couldn't care less about the rest of
the stuff you bave in here,” Sen. Javits
told Defense Secretary Harold - Brown
during SALT 2 hearings before the Senate

Brown told Sen. Javits 2’ U. S. dccxszon
to abrogate, based on probable mlcrfer-»

“ence by the Soviets, depends on how sure
the U.S. is. of its information and the
seriousness of the intervention. - . :

“I need more than that, and so does the

. Senate,” Sen. Javits aznswered. Brown

then told the committes that interference:

- would be grounds to terminate the treaty.

Sen. Javits also won a promise of abroga-
tion from Brown if thé Soviets convert
missiles in ways that viclate SALT-2. The.

position of Sen. Javits was supportcd by :

Sen. Joseph R. Biden, Jr., (D.-Del.)." )

Sen. Biden and Sen. John Glenn. (D-
~ Ohio) were critical of the committee
chairman, Sen. Frank Church (D.-Ida.),

- for-allowing inadequate time for questions.
“and answers during a closed hcanng on"’
- verification. :

Sen.’Glenn charged the committes held

its open hearing the following day without ]
-adccuatc background information on ver- 1 .
ification of launch weight, throw weight, l

yield and numbers. of muitiple indepen-

monitcring of the ban on 33-16 third:
stage production, mobile. iCBMs and
determining the 5% size ana »zight differ-
ence between new and old missiles. He
said hé remains concerned :nat verifica-

still on the drawing boards.

Latest changes or additions to the treaty
that will be introduced in th= Senate are

@ An amendment by Sen. Jake Gam |
(R.-Utah) banning all missile t=st telem-
etry cncoding. Administration  witnesses
have told the committes rep=atedly the
Soviets are not likely 1o decode telemetry |

¢

-

_Tést Ban Shift

Washington—Sovlets have reneged e
portion of thg Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty, now under negotiation, that

wauld allow placement of U. S. seismic

sensors on -Soviet soll,” Rep. Jack F.

. Kemp (R.-N. Y.) sald {ast weex,

Rep. Kemp, who learned of the devel-

opment.two weeks ago, ssid the Soviets. |-
-now Insist only Soviet equipment be
-Installed to ald in. veritication of Soviet

compllance
-Rep. Kemp- calied for canceliation of a

visit to the U. S. by Soviet scientists in

August to study American seismic tech-

nology. Me termed the scientists® tripg

“esplonaga’'rather than scisntific study.

revealing te.hnology not covered by- o
."treaty, such as missile guidanée methods
» Scn George McGovern (D.-S. Dak

_ said he will attach arms reduction legisl:

‘tion to the SALT 2 resolution of ratific:
tion to establish ‘three things: a one-ye:
freeze on development or deploymtent .c
additional strategic nuclear delivery veh
Scles and warhéads, annual reductions ¢
10% in the arsenals of both sides for thre
years and 2 summit mesting every thre

i years to review the percentage reduction:

. Brown did not try to defend the U. $
ability to determine - ‘accurately whethe
the Soviets hold to the SALT 2 require
ment that new missiles not exceed 5% o

-1! length, ciameter and throw weight of th

older nussile. Instead, he noted tha
missile growth could be 100% without :
SALT 2 treaty. Treaty opponents an

jothcrs doubt that the U. S. would be abl

| to detect changes smaller than 30%. ~-
Sen: \{cGovem -added -that thc M3>
‘missile, which he opposes as a “‘prepos

© v s

- .terous waste of dollars,™ adds verificatior

iproblems. to the treaty. Admmlstratxor
!sources have indicated the MX probably
will not be dcployed before the treaty
expires in 1985.

Sen. Richard G. Lugar (R. Ind ) said he
is not sure the Soviets will care if they are
caught vxolatmg the treaty, addng the
treaty -will give the wor!d the percepnor
that “we’re on the run.”

Sen. Richard Stone (D -Fla.) said he
doubts the U.S. has the willpower tc

- prosecute 2 case ‘of violadon quickly and

fully before the Standing Consultative
Commlssxon based on the record during
SALT L.

Sen. Jesse Hzims (R ~N.C.) said he is
concerned that the Soviets will convert
S$S-20 missiles, which have limited Tange

- for use as a mobile theater baliistic

xrn5>:le, to SS-16 intercontinental missiles
“at night.” The SS-20 uses the. first two
stages of the SS-16. All that is necsssary
for 20 SS-20 to bzcome an intercontinen-
tzl missile is zttachment of the SS-16
third stage. Brown said he could not
address Hzims' concerns in pubiic, uut
said the Soviets “can t get. away with it

: ' ' v ) .
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National Security

‘o

Foreign Relations H eérings Open: | s

‘

Main Issue Is Whe&hergAN

I arms limitation treaty opened, ad-
ministration witnesses and their hard-
line critics agreed that the Soviet
threat to U.S. strategic forces would
increase during the six-year life of the
treaty. ‘

- The central issue joined in the
first week of hearings before the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee was
whether the pact would help or hinder
U.S. efforts to offset that danger.

The Carter administration agreed
with the critics that trends in the
strategic arms balance were adverse to
the United States, and that a signifi-
cant increase in spending for U.S.
strategic forces would be necessary to

offset the continuing Soviet buildup.

But the adminstration argued

‘that the treaty had not caused the

increase in Soviet power, and that it
would materially aid U.S. plans to
counter that threat.

- Most significantly, according to
Defense Secretary Harold Brown and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the treaty
would allow U.S. development of the
M-X mobile intercontinental missile,
which is intended to nullify the Soviet
advantages of larger and more numer-
ous missile warheads. Moreover, the
treaty’s cap on the number of Soviet
warheads allowed was essential to the
success of M-X, they said. .

In rebuttal, former SALT negotia-
tors Paul Nitze and retired Army Lt.
Gen. Edward L. Rowny insisted that
the treaty was worthless at best be-
cause it would not prevent the increase
in accurate Soviet missile warheads
which were the principal threat to ex-
isting U.S. forces. At worst, they
maintained, SALT II would interfere
with needed U.S. arms programs, in-
cluding M-X. And they warned that it
might give the country a false sense of
security that would undermine politi-
cal support for an increase in defense

Will Hinder U.S. Buildup

'As Senate hearings on the SALT"

Military Advantage
The administration’s case was

dramatized on July 9, the firdt day of

hearings on the arms limitation treaty.
Although Secretary of State Cyrus R.
Vance was the leadoff witness, Defense
Secretary Brown spoke more than
twice as long. And even in Vance’s
prepared statement, nine of the 21
pages dwelt on the military advan-
tages of SALT II.

Brown stressed repeatedly that
the treaty was no substitute for beefed
up strategic arms programs. Partly on
the basis of a national commitment to
that additional spending, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff endorsed the treaty as a
“modest but useful” contribution to
U.S. security, in the words of Joint
Chiefs Chairman Gen. David C. Jones.
Its principal danger, they warned, was
that the treaty would ‘tranquilize”
the country and prevent it from paying

for the strategic arms buildup that the

_ treaty would permit.

In the first three days of hearings,
July 9-11, the administration’s mili-
tary-oriented argument for the treaty,

" coupled with the Joint Chiefs’ en-

dorsement,_ placed at a disadvantage

~ the committee’s declared treaty oppo-

nents, none of whom has a reputation
as a weapons specialist,

But the pro-treaty momentum
was checked by Rowny's forceful at-
tack July 12. Rowny had represented
the Joint Chiefs on the U.S. negotiat-
ing team during the entire period of
SALT II negotiations. He retired from

the Army June 30 because of his objec-
_tions to the treaty.

‘No committee member explicitly

. joined the panel’s three declared oppo-

nents of the current pact: Howard H.

‘ Baker Jr., R-Tenn.; Jesse Helms, R-

N.C., and Richard G. Lugar, R-Ind.
But Richard Stone, D-Fla., indi-

" cated deep suspicion that the treaty

would interfere with the M-X system
and that the United States would be
timorous in insisting that Moscow
comply with the treaty limits. :

And Sen. John Glenn, D-Ohio,

appeared unshaken in his belief that .

Soviet compliance with certain key
3 ,

HUDDLING ON SALT — Secretary of State Yance huddles with members of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee before SALT hearings open. Left to right are Sens. Percy, R-
@ ©Nl.; Javits, R-N.Y,; Yance; Marshall D. Shulman, special adviser to the secretary for Soviet

spending.

Ay

—By Pat Towell affairs, and Committee Chairman Frank Church, D-idaho.
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articles simply could not be verified
with current U.S. intelligence equip-
ment,

Administration spokesmen and
the Joint Chiefs argued that. any So-
viet violations that could tilt the mili-
tary balance toward Moscow would be

detected in time for offsetting U.S.

actions.
]

Reservations and Verification

The hearings removed any doubt
that the Foreign Relations Committee
will amend the resolution of ratifica-
tion — but not necessarily the text of
the treaty — explicitly to make ratifi-
cation conditional on continued U.S.
freedom to develop new weapons for
its own use and to aid the arms pro-
grams of NATO allies.

Vance assured the panel that such
reservations or understandings were
superfluous. But many members be-
lieve that the Senate was deceived by
the Nixon adminstration during the
SALT 1 debate. Several committee
liberals, whom the administration will
need to lead the battle for the treaty,
bluntly told Vance that the Senate
would write administration assurances
into the ratification document.

Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd,
D-W.Va., implicitly endorsed such
reservations on NBC’s Meet the Press
on July 8, the day after he returned
from a trip to Moscow.

Soviet leaders now understood the
difference between amendments to the
treaty and amendments to the resolu-
- tion of ratification, he said. And Byrd

suggested they might be willing to
- accept certain “clarifications” that
did not change the terms of the treaty.
But he warned that if Senate actions
required renegotiation of the treaty,
the Russians would reopen areas now
settled and demand new U.S. conces-
sions.

U.S. Buildup Planned

Because of increasing numbers of
accurate ICBM warheads, the Soviet
Union by about 1982 would be abie to
destroy approximately 90 percent of

the 1,054 U.S. land-based missiles in a _

surprise attack.

For more than a decade, U.S.
arms controllers have ridiculed this
scenario, pointing out that even after

such a strike, the United States could

destroy Soviet society with thousands
of nuclear warheads launched from
submarines,

But Secretaries Brown and Vance
rejected this argument, telling the For-
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eign- Relations Committee that the
United States also had to maintain
“essential equivalence” with Moscow.
It needed forces that could destroy

- armored military targets, ,such as in-

tercontinental missiles in underground
silos. *

If the Russians alone were able to
surgically destroy military targets, ac-
cording to the argument, it could em-

bolden Soviet decision makers in their -

competition with the United States.

They would know that in case an in-.

ternational crisis got out of hand, they
might be able to destroy U.S. military
targets while holding American cities
hostage to prevent U.S. retaliation.
American officials would become more
hesitant to defend U.S. interests
against Soviet pressure tactics.
“HEssential equivalence” currently
depends on the U.S. land-based mis-
sile force, the administration officials
agreed. And as those missiles became
vulnerable to Soviet attack, other
weapons would be relied on to destroy
armored Soviet military targets:
® For a few years after 1982, B-52
bombers would play that role. Soviet
defenses could not cope with the

plane’s radar-jamming equipment,

Brown said. And he quoted the assess-
ment of bomber chief Gen. Richard
Ellis that in case of a war, 75 percent,
of the bombers would reach their
targets.

o By the time Russian radar could
cope with the B-52s, they no longer
would have to penetrate Soviet
defenses because each plane would
carry a dozen long-range cruise mis-
siles that could destroy hard targets.

@ And by the late 1980s, when So-
viet defenses might be ready to deal
with a massed attack of hundreds of
hard-to-find. cruise missiles, the mo-
bile M-X missile would be replacing
the current U.S. ICBMs with their
vulnerable; fixed launchers. :

But Nitze and Rowny insisted
that intercontinental missiles were
uniquely suited to offsetting the Soviet
missile force. Bombers and cruise mis-
siles that would take hours to reach
their targets would not suftice. So they

seemed to dismiss as irrelevant this or
any other treaty that did not halt the .

increase in Soviet missile warheads in
time to protect current U.S. missjles.

And Nitze objected that since the
current treaty would ban testing of
mobile intercontinental missiles
through 1981, it would bar an interim
solution to the vulnerability of U.S.
missiles. He recommended that exist-
ing Minuteman missiles quickly be

COPYRIGHT 1979 CONGRESSIONAL GUARTERLY INC.
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adapted to mobile launchers. The
Pentagon has dismissed this proposal
since it would produce mobile missiles
only a few years earlier than the M-X
program. o

How Real the Limits?

One provision of SALT Il was
essential to the eventual success of M-
X, according to the administration.
The so-called *‘fractionation cap”
limited the number of warheads that
could be carried on each type of Soviet
missile. Since there was a ceiling on
the total number of Soviet missiles,
the treaty thus indirectly set a ceiling
on the number of Soviet missile
warheads. :

‘The security of M-X from a Soviet
attack depended on the 200 U.S. mis- .
siles being dispersed among several
thousand potential launch sites. Since
Moscow could not be sure which sites
held the real missiles, it would have to
attack all of the several thousand sites
to destroy the missile force. If there -
were more sites than Russia had war-
heads, an attack would be impossible.

According to this argument, the
fractionation cap limited the number
of M-X launch sites that would be
needed to make a Soviet attack futile.
Without that limit, the huge Soviet
S$S-18 missile coul¢” carry 20 or 30
warheads, instead of the 10 allowed by
the treaty. ' '

But Nitze and Rowny argued this
would not protect M-X since SALT II
would expire at the end of 1985, before
the first M-Xs were deployed. Within
less than a year of the treaty’s expira-
tion, Rowny said, the Russians could
be adding to the SS-18s enough war-
heads to swamp the M-X system.

Brown insisted that since Russia
could not test missiles with more than

. the permitted number of warheads un-

der the treaty, the effects of the cap
would outlast SALT II.

A similar disagreement will recur
throughout the congressional debate .
over SALT IT's verifiability. The ad-
ministration’s premise is that mili-
tarily significant programs could not
be improvised on short notice. Devel-
opment of a new weapon would be a
long process which U.S. intelligence
could monitor at many points.

But critics typically demand
much more airtight assurances that
any Soviet violations of the treaty
could be detected.

Will to Compete?

Catching up with the Soviet stra-
tegic pace would not come cheap. Sec-
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retary Brown estimated that if the
treaty were approved, annual spend-

. ing on .strategic arms would have to
“rise about 25 percent to $12.5 billion

(before inflation). Without the treaty,
it would cost $15 billion annually to
offset an unconstrained Soviet pro-
gram, he said. o N

Bro%n’s figures were inadequate,
according to the Joint Chiefs. They
recommended & real annual increase
of 5 percent in the defense budget,
covering conventional forces as well as
strategic arms. .

And Nitze insisted that even if
SALT II were ratified, strategic arms
spending would have to go up to $15
billion.

Looming over the debate about
whether the country would accept that
burden were memories of 1972. That
year, the Joint Chiefs of Staff en-
dorsed the SALT I agreements on con-
dition that the Nixon administration
begin a vigorous program to develop
various strategic weapons that were

allowed by those pacts. But the-
planned strategic buildup was a casu-

alty of some defense contractors’ prob-
lems and the declining defense bud-
gets (in constant dollars) of the mid-
1970s.

The 1979 Joint Chiefs were “seri-

" ously concerned lest the nation repeat

earlier mistakes through complacency,
an incomplete understanding of the
Soviet buildup, or an insufficient ap-
preéciation of the broader conse-
quences,” Gen. Jones told the Foreign
Relations panel. .

Nitze predicted that another arms

control treaty would have the same-

narcotizing effect as the 1972 agree-
ments. After ratification of SALT 11,
“I think it unlikely that the executive
branch would request or Congress ap-
propriate” funds beyond the $12 bil-
lion annually in Brown’s program.
And that program, he insisted was not
enough,

Sen. Lugar concurred in Nitze's

. analysis. “Let’s say we're tired of trea-. -
" ties being a tranquilizer,” he urged, so

the country would take the necessary

- steps. :

But Sen. Jacob K. Javits, R-N.Y.,

demurred: I don’t see why we’

shouldn’t take little steps [toward
arms control] so long as we believe
that we have the will and volition,” to
keep up U.S. strength. And he told
Nitze, “On the issue of our minds and
wills, we're just as expert as you.”
Javits left no one in doubt as to
his own state of mind on the need for a
beefed up U.S. strategic weapons pro-
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ADMINISTRATION’S CASE — Defense Secretary Harold Brown mékes a point as Secretary
of State Vance looks on. Both stressed the military advantages to the U.S. under the treaty.

gram: “We’ve been goofing off for 10
years,” he said. “We haven’t put our

" money where our mouth is.”
And despite his warning about the .

precedent of 1972, Gen. Jones told the
panel he did not think it was necessary
to kill the treaty in order to shock the
public into supporting increased de-
fense spending: ““I sense a change in
the belief of the American public as to
the adequacy of our defense,” he said.

Another Treaty?

Gen. Rowny repeatedly predicted
that if the current treaty were re-
jected, another SALT pact, more fa-
vorable to U.S. interests, eventually
could be negotiated. He based that
judgment on his six and one-half years

" as a member of the U.S. SALT negoti--

ating team.

The Soviet Union would try to
make propaganda hay out of the cur-
rent treaty’s failure, he conceded. But
he maintained that Moscow wanted a
SALT treaty too badly to refuse in-
definitely to reopen the negotiations.

. The Soviet Union wanted the interna-

tional prestige of formally certified
parity as a superpower equal to the
United States, he said. And its econo-
my alceady was stretched to the limit
with its current defense programs.
The current treaty turned out
badly, in Rowny's view, because it was
poorly negotiated by the United
States. “We gave concession after con-

COPYRICHT 1979 CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY INC
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cession,” he lamented, partly because
U.S. negotiators did not understand
the difference between the America
and Russian temperardents. '
‘““We're problem-solvers and
they’re competitors, adversaries,” he
said. As a result, U.S. negotiators
looked for even-handed agreements,
while their Russian counterparts
sought unilateral advantages at every
turn. ' :
But beside the question of cul-

tural differences,” Rowny said, the

United States simply had used bad
negotiating tactics “in our zeal for the
treaty and telegraphing that zeal” to

.the Russians.

The proper U.S. course would
have been to hang tough on the March
1977 proposal to severely cut the num-
ber of ICBM warheads, thus increas-
ing the stability of the U.S.-Soviet
strategic balance. Instead, according
to Rowny, “‘the Soviet Union bluffed
and we folded.... My own view is,
they were trying the new [U.S.]
president.”

Administration witnesses simply
maintained that the current treaty
was the best one that could have been
negotiated at the present time. The
Russians rejected the March 1977 pro-
posal because it was too radical a
break from the 1974 Ford-Brezhnev
agreement at Vladivostok that set
much less restrictive limits than the
current treaty contained. '
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And Sen, Edmund S. Muskie, D-
Maine, bristled at- Rowny's certainty
that a more favorable bargain could
have been struck. “If for 10 years
we've been represented by people who
overlooked an obviously better bargain
in terms of our national security,
that’s a serious charge,” he told
Rowny. “How could you perceive
something to which everyone else is
blind?”’ 'he demanded.

The Liberal Critics

On the opening day of the hear-
ing, Sen. George McGovern, D-S.D.,
repeated his earlier warnings that he
might oppose the treaty on grounds
that it did not prevent vast increases
in U.S. and Soviet nuclear arms.

He acknowledged that it probably
was taken for granted that he could
not really bring himself to vote against
an arms control treaty. But he insisted
that he was one of four or five senators
who “will not vote for the illusion of
arms control.”

Repeatedly during the hearings,
McGovern cited the administration
commitment to build M-X as evidence
that Carter was risking future arms
control efforts in order to win hard-line
support for SALT II.

But he never conditioned his sup-

port for the treaty on setting much .

lower arms levels or on cancellation of
the M-X. He demanded only that the
treaty leave “a realistic hope” of sig-
nificant future weapons reductions.

In the hearings, the administra-
tion presented an argument that ap-
peared to be aimed at McGovern, rea-
soning that M-X would make it less
difficult to negotiate future reductions
in the number of intercontinental mis-
siles. The safety of M-X from a Soviet
attack would depend on the number of
alternative launch sites in which each
missile could be hidden.

According to this argument, if the
number of missiles was cut while the
number of launch sites remained un-
changed, the remaining M-Xs would
be no more vulnerable to attack than
the larger M-X force.

Reservations Weighed

At the very outset of the hearings,
Church indicated that the committee
would adopt a reservation or under-
standing that would formally condi-
tion Senate approval of SALT II on
various documents that technically
are not contained in the treaty. These
include the “agreed statements and
comraon understandings’”’ which
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elaborate on the meaning of various
provisions of the treaty and the Soviet
agreement to limit production of the
Backfire bomber that is not covered by
the treaty limits. _

Three other issues emetged as the
focus of possible efforts to;amend the

treaty or to attach conditions to its -

ratification:
M-X Missile. The administration
has announced that for protection

against a Soviet missile attack, each of

the M-X missiles to be deployed in the
late 19808 will be shuttled at random
among 20 to 40 hidden launch sites.
But it maintains that the weapon
should be designed so that if Moscow
deployed a similar mobile missile, the
United States would be able to count
the number of actual missiles in the

~ field.

Partly for that reason, the admin-
istration has pushed the Air Force to
develop an M-X plan in which each
missile would rest horizontally in a
launch site, so that reconnaissance
satellites could, under certain condi-
tions, count the number of missiles
deployed. The Air Force originally had
proposed a cheaper version in which
the missile would rest vertically in the
launch site, ready for instant firing.

Hard-line critics, led by Nitze,
have insisted that the vertical version
is far superior but that Moscow has
claimed it would violate SALT IIL
Nitze and Sen. Stone appeared to
agree that the treaty should be

“amended to ensure that the vertical

M-X would be permitted.

Protocol Extension. A portion of
the treaty — referred to as a protocol
— would bar through 1981 deployment
(though not the testing) of ground-
and sea-launched cruise missiles with
a range of more than 600 kilometers.
The Pentagon is developing a nuclear-
tipped, ground-launched cruise mis-
sile, that could not be déployed until
after 1981, with a range of nearly 2,000
kilometers.

Supporters of this project main-
tain that since it could reach Soviet
territory from Western Europe, it
would offset Soviet long-range missiles
that could strike anywhere in Western
Europe from Soviet bases.

" Since SALT Il negotiations pre-
sumably would be under way when the
protocol limits formally expired,
treaty critics have warned that the
United States would be under intense
diplomatic and domestic political
pressure to continue observing the im-
its, thus killing off the cruise missile
project.
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Secretary Vance told the commit-
tee July 10 that any future limitation

of U.S. weapons designed for use in

Europe should be linked to limits on
Soviet systems having the same
purpose.

But several senators have pro-

‘posed that the ratification resolution

be amended to stipulate that any
presidential decision to extend the
protacol limits would require approval
by a two-thirds majority of the Senate.

Non-gircumvention Clause. Ar-.
ticle 12 of the treaty provides that
neither country would circumvent the
treaty through another country.

Critics have warned that this
could be construed to prevent U.S.
transfer of some weapons technology
to its NATO allies. The issue is more
than theoretical since the United -
Kingdom and France reportedly have
expressed keen interest in the possibil-
ity of modernizing their strategic
forces with cruise missiles.

The administration denied that
traditional U.S. dealings with its allies
would be constrained by the provision,
arguing that it had established this
principle during the negotiations by
explicitly rejecting a treaty provision

- barring the transfer of treaty-con-

trolied weapons technology.
Secretary Brown told the commit-

‘tee that even Triden{ submarine mis-

siles could be transferred to Britain
under SALT II. But he cautioned that
eside from SALT considerations, the -
United States would decide on a case-
by-case basis whether to provide any
given weapon to an ally.

But several committee members,

. insisting that SALT could not drive a

wedge between the United States and
its allies, appeared inclined to support
a reservation explicitly linking the ad-
ministration interpretation to ratifica-

- tion of the treaty.

Administration witnesses and
Joint Chiefs Chairman Jones warned
against any reservation stating that
allied cooperation on one or two spe-
cific types of weapons would be consis-
tent with the treaty. This could be
construed to limit allowable
cooperation to the specified items.

“Where the decision is up to the
United States, we ought to be able to
make the decision without having to
said
Jones.

But Sen. Sarbanes was dubious

- about- that line of reasoning: “If [the

Russians} can argue from a different
view of the language, we've sown seeds
for a future conflict.” (]
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plausmxhtxes :‘can- only” incapacitate:-our;
mind$ and wills for doing the things neces-
:5ary; to i redress- the: strategic' balance.”
1tze qgoted L’.incol‘n‘.‘ “First we must dxs-
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er Woﬂ&'r&ntﬁe “untold damag ‘on.

’Nxtze, like Rowny emphasized statistics
e said showed the :United States .would
me out.-of SALT IIiin 1985 in a substan-
ally ‘weaker: posmon than the  Soviet
nion. ' He. said that:in 1983 the Soviets
‘would have twice America’s capacity to de-
‘stroy; “soft” targets,:five. times America’s
capacity to attack the enemy’s missiles in:
their protective silos-and three.times. the;
total explosive power;of the U. S.. arsenal.
‘.‘Strateglc parity is; shpping away" from
us and ;7,7 the Soviets can be expected.
to- aclnev ~“meaningful Strategic superior-:
ity, probably by 1982 and most certainly by
1985, unless we.take the most urgent: steps
to reverse current trends," ‘Nitze said.. - ;
Nxtze, like . Rowny, ‘was . asked - why the
oint. Chiefs. ‘of Staff<who testified for
SALT 11 Wednesday—-—dxsagreed with ‘both
of them ‘on so many pomts Part of the an--
swer, Nitze said, was.that the chiefs “have
been misled by the ‘White House” about the
meaning;of SALT TI.. *
- Nitze said the best gutcome of the SAL’I‘
ing SALT M failed.tq} percewe-thls poten > debate -would be the emergence of a elear
tial weakness- i “the “Soviet’ position that™" majority in the Senate.that would announce
Rowny - claimed . tot.petcewea “If, for10° its determmatlon not-to “concede military
years, we'veibéém représented by:peoplesiii Rowny testified that in. hxs opinion. the;,-‘,-supel'wl‘lty to the Soviets,” would change
in these négotiations :who overlookéd ob- iSoviets * wouldn’t - exceed _the numerical - SALT II to make it more favorable to the-
limits on- their_arsenalin-SALT. II even: United States, and would face up to the
.ifsthe treaty.is rejected: “They- have'no'3;, consequences of both, posxtxon&
eed: to do so,*he’said;"citing-the- larae‘j. ;

in. an: attack. .But- he- expressed fear:that;
Soviet’ ]eaders “‘woul& be~encouraged:.

. “Becatsedthe- treaty- does not
put a brakelon the momentum of the mas-

ear. war; Qnd that:the Sowetebelleve they
have an effecuve civﬂ defehse prog'ra.m to

tial; €qt
nuclear parlty” xf 11: i ratiffed: 't

c'éssmn -after. concessxon ” he said.

éixard G. 'Lugar B__
ally’friendly toi.z.

How wasiit possxble “Muskie aske
all the other ofﬁcia;lsr involved in negotiat

P2

Muskie sald; “that’s a;serious charge.” Hev
challenged Bown to’ explam the basis Sfor

his view.:. ‘warhead :advantage- they could acquire
The heavy- gene al, sitting ¢ almly»at“wunder the SALT i1 limits.’ ‘They would:

the . witnesg .- table,:: looked’: ;squarely. : at - s‘more= likely =devote: their Fesources-to

Muskie through thick: eyeglasses’and* tol -,qua.htative mprovements

him: “The people who: negotxated thls thin 16 b

in Geneva at. timesihad -their hands tied’

The pursultﬁof a. treaty, he:added; was o

orSALT Support :
. ﬁ 3
Retu'mg US Ambassador to 'VIoscow,_
Malcolm Toon yesterday declared his sup-
port for“ SALT.apd saxd he planned to

pea'k out'for ‘the arms limitation treaty’

in'a series of cross—country speeches
Wn—-‘M

they made concessmns to: the-Soviets: rath«
er than- hold'ng to fxrm negotlatmg posx-- )
‘tions, ~» -1 : Co : -
7 ~bt oo 2
Was-this- a‘gutirrsﬁnc Rt kie asked “witness o t estlf, dgainst the treaty yester- Toon made his comments moments after

or did Rowny have “solid- .evidence - -.: .. . from Mose at Dull Int -

v : day;- but- his: comments seemed: to. over- __:arrmng m ow; es Interna
i:ilelam;? do;her: dﬁla:nt:ﬁ ng;it:s‘:;ggg‘_ “shadow' those:of the first, Paul H. Nitze,: tional Airport. His support for SALT was -
Rowny’s repliesito this-and similar ques- oy % former P enta'fon ‘ofﬁcxa.l ‘and ; SALT > ‘thought in. doubt. last month when reports”
tions centerad only on U.S.. negotiating negotiator. - fuein s e ' s Lsurfaced during the: Vienna summit~ tnat
tactics; he: did:not :cite spacific- evidenc ‘Nitze: used many of the same arguments “he had changed hlS; mind on whether So-.

ivu . _Rowny emplOYEd to- criticize . SALT - II viet. compllan e h- the treaty could ba
of mlssed Ag:‘er‘lcan onportumtxes " 7*% though” he . refused- to--come, ‘out~ “flatly verified: 5 i . ) :

“Your guffmstmcts may be; great ” Muss & against ‘the treatyl- His testimony-became
kie told: Rowny, “but I’ thidk. you must;,} agsnapplsh confrontation with :yserxes o? ’ftB“ttEt an 1mgtromx;1tlu "et‘z’fr confere;x}c}e
have somethmg more than that to o erate atter tnose reports. came out, Toon said he
on.” :': 24 p sen;?kr: ,f&“;i“;ﬂf‘??m Nxtze fn terrupted still supported the-.treaty as a "vaIuable
Sen. George McGovem (D—S D.)’ challenv ‘Rowny noted some positive elements in . contribution to'arms controt.” . - - oy
2d Rowny to- explam how:the Soviets could the :SALT: IT tre:ty, but Nitze: decllned to ‘At the axrport' yesterday, ‘Téon Saxd I
use the advantage he: percetved them get say.-a . positive word about. anything in it intend: to ‘do some: speakmg around the
“To - accept;; tne«case being made” for’ ., country™ In :support.of the: pact. Asked
ALT. .11 by ‘thoi’ Carter "administration; *-if: he.: supported 1t cutrfght “he* rephed

3 ~said, mth all its fallacies and im-: _“Oh yes -
ATABG Sy e

—a rational'Sovist’ leader‘ would’ not mm
ate a nuclear war. s

u "..




Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/07/18 . CIA-RDP11M01422R000500030003-9 B

R Baate o AR
A

7

" subscription Rates ¢ :ii
fee Box A2

treaty at Ieast unhl they had heard all injected the first: note 02 polmcal
the administration’s arguments for it. But " ' ment into - the generally stolid  hearing
'Vance' acknowledged ‘that senators.have ~ with a forceful speech in “deadly” Soviet
0 the right -to. change the agreement and .land-based missiles, 1mplymg that Soviet .
that “President Carter will have,to accept’ .advantages in this weapons category. were -
hatey, the ‘Senate does.™, angerous to the Umted States.

] Carter admmxstratlon opened 1ts
ormal defense of the strategic arms lim

ation "treaty. befdre the ‘Senate “yesterday;
- arguing that-a coinbination of accelerxted
efense: spénding: and the:treat;
to preserve:American* sécutity, .
pening ‘hearings: before. the Senate
(Foreign elatlonsfcornmlttee in’ th great
ie. Senate’ Caucits' Room
yrus R, Vance and De’,

Soviet. U ion,nor did they predict any ' that singling -out onme . category of the
Secondary - “benefits 'in improved . Soviet- - strategic “equation was mlsleadmg.
-American- relatlons if SALT were ap: - “Youve picked probably the least signi-

K P ficant: criterion,”. Brown, ton Baker, ;. i ah
-Later, thie chairman

ALT. debate,.and, the old: Caucus ,Room.. dential .campaign, Richard;
made. fam’ous must recently by the At d*)s “"“ed the sdme lme
atergate ‘heari; gs——wns filled with telé--
eporters ‘and’ spectators
,, £ ¢ But there.were only ‘occasional flashes of
drama:and:few attempts to.seriously chal
he treaty of.the two,

2 -one
enpun in the :Soviet arsenal th T create
graweﬂproblems"for“ihe"Uﬁlt‘e'd tates
.p‘us n*Baker has Yalken pubhcly.

" Brown ‘gave Lugar a lecture on the

rithmetic of: nuclear: strategy, arguing -

' fard> H.” Baker -, i y b .
B Ainisigi—ivhe Weshnaten Post+ yance urged” thi enators not 'to suc- who has “established” himself as’ an' op;, v ‘theoretical vulnerability, of Amer-
e a(hrmatwe E'u—i(-, wance akd Brown - . . cuinb to a temptation to amend the mew™ " ponent of the treaty as it'now'is “written,’ Hito " See SALT,AM Col 1’ " .
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. task 'of “protecting” Amerlcan natlonal in.
S would beco @ more expenslye nd.
Wy dangeroﬁs} K '
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ican landbased mis: es bo a ' sneak
attack by. Sovjeti-land-based .missiles -
.would exist even‘iffthe Soviets “dis-¢!
mantled all their- $S18s.”Lugar. did”"
not dispute Brown’s point, but went on
to another lme o£ questlonmg o
I any new ground was broken yes-_ ;
terday,.it was- in Vance'sianswers to 3
.questions from3SgHEIalap Tavits?
"MN¥) about thé -Carter ;administra-
tion’s “attitude. toward » changmg the
treaty. Why,-Javits asked; had:Presi-

_ers’said anything, Vance rephed. Then
he went on to soften the administra-
tion’s posmon apprectably.,, .

§We recognize: the "Senate’s ‘powet

tq advxse -and. consentincludes the
power” to recommend changes,; Vance
said, but he added: that efforts should
- bg made to alter the:pact “only ‘in the.
case of clear and urgent need.” The
ddministration would have to evaluate -
any; proposed changes in terms’ of
whether they. served-U.S. mterests,h.
whether they would require reopeninz
negotiations and whether they-would -
lead to “no treaty at s.ll » Vance'said.

: *These --carefully” - chosen - ;words

B seemed &alculated to defuse the ten--
sion that has developed' between the ~
Senate and the White- House on:the
subJect of changing the treaty. *
~Numerous senators, their aides andul.,

| some administration - “officials; have .

| saxd privately in"recent days that

. some Senate changes in the treaty are
inevitable. . i o
«.In their prepared testlmony, Vance g
aBd ‘Brown returned again and again
to the_point that the. United :States: -,
must modernize its strategic forces to
maintain a“stable’ balance . with™ the
Sovxet .Union. - “The- security of the
United “States- requires us to;maxn— é
-tain '.....-forces that are: equxvale,nt .
to those of ;i the Sovxet Union,”" as -
Vanceputlt AT BN TS
—Thxs emphasis reﬂects a décision in-

i

e

is;the most important issue in -the

SALT debate, and that the administra-

tion must{ convince both'.the.Senate

and the nation that it is comrmtted to "
nalntammg equality. : e
"Brown gave detailed: flgur on -
what hisversion of edquality™ would“'-f
cost—- an additional 25 percent on”the®
4 sttategic arms budget,*for starters!
i Under SALT 11, U.S. strategic spend-
:1 ing should rise from about $10 billion
j a year to around $12.5 billion, Brown
> said. If SALT II is reJected he sald

DecIaSS|f|ed in Part - San:

“..0ccasions his. advice rappeared sto . be

-y from the secretaries. } -

¥ Carter has named Cutler:to: an‘ :

de‘nt Carter joined: thh Soviet author- ¢ »pald position as coordmaitor of the ad-,
h

. S g th .
} Brown was\ Ralph' Earle, -chief US n

- ‘more ‘than:it- constrams

“- Second, Va'nce'
- would xmprove “our abllxty to monitor -

" SALT 1II' .ratified:"

ed Copy Approved for

Oné new memher of tl;e admxnlstra-
tmn s SALT-seiling team, ‘Washington
awyer Lloyd.N. Cutler, who argued in
avor of emphasizing the quality issue
in yesterday’s .testimony, sat through-
ut “just behind- Vance! and’ Brown. .
Several.timés Cutler : leaned forward
to WhlSpEl' suggestions, and on.several

taken, leading to further comments

.gotiator for_ the treaty. He. was seated

.tional secu_nty’ \.all of;which would be
served. by 'approving SALT. II. First, .
e sald the treaty “will greatly assist’

J2usin mamtainmg a stable balance of ™

‘nuclear- forces” -by inhibiting the So-
»v1et strategic program while allowing"
the United States to conduct an exten- .

sive ' modernization program.. of its>

(“SALT :II' constrains: “them
s,” . Brown

. forces.

said later.)

"‘E

sald the™ treaty

“and evaluate 'Soviet:strategic forces--
and programs.”- The' treaty includes
important ‘provisions: prohibiting de~
_ception and concealment, Vance said.
. It also'bans the Soviet mobile mlSSlle
8§16, which might be-difficult to mon-

- 'Vance said. .,
‘4 Brown was asked about earlier
_Statements.he had made that it. would‘.
take a year to- restoré SALT monito
ing -capability lost ito the Unite
, States when its listening posts in Tram
" were ¢losed early this year. Brown re:

‘iterated Vance’s comment that the So-: . -
*viéts could not get away thh any s1g

side the adminstration -that “equality” —"hificant cheating=>4"

.The third argument for- SALT 11, -
Vance said, 'is that it- would make.
SALT III possible? He:.acknowledged
dlsappomtment that,thxs pact did not .
."go further, but*added: “We -should:
bmld on'the*progtess !we: have.made. "

The alternative- istto.réturn -to an un-»

restrained arms’ competition. ...
s -Fourth,. Vancei iwent: on, 'Amenca S
" North Atlantic Treaty. Orgamzatlon al-
- lies have a keen-interest in seeing
“Defeat of the

treaty would be

escribed four “lmperatlves of our na- -

' *SALT upset one member of the For-
“itor, he Ldded. “We will be able to de- .- eign Relations Commxttee, George Mc-g.

- "tect any Soviet vxolatlons before they .
- could’ affect "the’ strategxc balance,

“ prevent ‘the*United States'from shar--
"~ ing-military“technology with the other. ™

ofound’ blow to. ’."“

elease 2013/07/18

" our closest friends. Its approval will.,
benefit our most valued alliances.’It
will slgnal contmued Amencan 1ead-
ers}up for, peace.” -~
* Both Vance and Brown ifered, gnm’
plctures of‘a nuclear war hi was
Vance St .
5 ~“Together,
Umted States and the Sovxet Union al-
ready hold more than 14,000 strategic .

-

smallest 'bf these are severa.l umes as
powerful as'the bomb that destroyed:
Hiroshima..” If - a-.fraction . of. those}
weapons were ever- fired; tens-of mil-
' lions .of our--people and:tens- of mil: ]
lions of ‘the Soviet ‘people would per-’
.“ish:Nuclear war would be. a.catastro-
phe beyond our imagination—for thej
" aggressor as much as-the victim.” ... "3
In his- prepared remarks Brown sald
"recent trends- in strategic forces: fa-’
- vored- the Soviets, but he also pre.'d
dicted that Soviet forces would grow
much faster without SALT I than:
with it. Defeat of the treaty could'cost.
the United States an additional $30 :
billion to keep up. with the Soviets |
|

"over the next-decade, he claimed,
without elaborating on how that
wouldbespent R £

If SALT II were reJected Brown
-said, “it is not certain” that the
 United States could establish a better -

= position relatlve to the Sov:ets than M
. w1th the treaty. % . "= |

Talk of more defense spendmg thh ]

»'Govern (D-S.D.).
! ,,‘True security is attamable only by !
mutual and substantial -arms reduc-
«tion,” McGovern said. “Piling on more
‘ nuclear overkill does not-enhance our
diplomatic prestige or our military de-
fense. If the Soviets wish to bankrupt
. themselves on- weapons programs let
-them.do it .
Warmng that is vote for SALT II
" is not- certain, McGovern said: “I am !
‘not' winin'g“tb:endorse an arms control .1
hoax which~turns a weapons' limita- *
tion treaty.into nuclear expansion. !
which: is<militarily - unwarranted, fis--
‘cally wastefuk: and dxplomatxcaLy des- .
tabllmng~" Al v
Several senators expressed concern -
+ that the-protocol to SALT 'II would -~

PR

NATO- menibers: Vance and Brown *
flatly rejected this view. Under SALT
II, Brown said, America even could
provide it§ alliés with Trident missile-

i
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) 'only Baker chose to fire*across the ad-:

P

in-a serxously weakened posntinn
0seph:-Rz>Biden 7Jr-4(D-Del.) fol-
B ed Baker in questioning yesterday,
+ ~.and hinted. at the debate to come by
ndxculmg Baker’s analy51s of declm
mg U.S. power.
w-“T don’t recall -us in 1967 being abiea
. to work-our will” in‘the world; Biden~‘_
“"said sarcastically. U.S. mfluence, he
negotiatinig SALT IL. - .. '1.said, depends on “the morality of our -
When the  SALT process began cause’.. . the strength of our econ-
dozen years- ago, Baker said, the s o L and ,our conventxona]
United States’ enjoyed clear military ™ forces »ost )
superiority, which has now been lost. Frank Church A(D-Idaho), the com-
He suggested that this left the LOUI]' imttee chalrman noted that many

carr&iné submarines if.
The Trident .is. one of the- countrys
most potent strategic weapons. -

* Of the senators -on. the . committe

‘ministration’s bow on'the first day o
hearings. He :said - the. . issue - was-
whether “we gave away ‘the store” in
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* Americans may e listening to ‘the’

SALT hearings this month while wait!

"..ing in gasoline lines. He urged the -
- public to recognize that this debate"

tuuches their personal interests.

: Edward- Zorinsky.: (D-Neb.) said he’

dlscovered while. home- over the
Fourth of July holiday that many of
" his constituents don’t believe the gov-
ernment will do what is necessary to

-’/maintain -American strength on an.
-“equal footing with the Soviets. “What
kind of commitment can we unilater--

-ally make to the Amencan public?”
Zormsky asked

5




